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ABSTRACT  

This dissertation was motivated by the need for practical suggestions as to what can be 

done to improve L2 proficiency assessment practices in SLA research. In response, it is 

proposed that an argument-based approach to validity (Kane, 2006) can be applied to 

improve SLA test validation practices. To exemplify this approach, a new assessment 

was developed and interpretive arguments associated with its distinct uses were crafted. 

The associated inferential claims were then tested empirically. The two intended uses for 

the new Russian Elicited Imitation Test (EIT) were: controlling participants’ initial levels 

of Russian oracy (study 1) and selecting participants into a study based on their holistic 

level of speaking and listening proficiency (study 2). 

To evaluate the accuracy of the score interpretation for the first use, the EIT was 

administered to 97 Russian learners in Germany and the USA along with a background 

questionnaire. To evaluate the accuracy of the score interpretation for the second use, the 

EIT was administered to 67 Russian learners in the US along with the Russian Speaking 

Test, a listening comprehension test, and a C-test. Multiple descriptive, graphical, and 

inferential statistical techniques were employed in the data analysis. Of particular utility 
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in study 1 use were descriptive statistics, item response theory analysis, differential item 

functioning analysis, inter-rater reliability analysis, and correlational analysis. Key to 

understanding the effectiveness of the EIT for predicting learners’ speaking and listening 

proficiency in study 2 were descriptive statistics, correlational analysis, ANOVA and 

Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance, and 95% confidence intervals. 

The Russian EIT was found to constitute a reliable instrument that functions well 

with Russian learners in the US and Germany. It showed the ability to differentiate 

between a wide range of oracy skills, and proposed cut scores were identified to enable 

the prediction of four distinct levels of the speaking proficiency and to predict a threshold 

of intermediate listening skills. Findings are discussed in terms of their implications for 

using the argument-based approach for validating assessments in SLA research, and for 

the use of and future needed research on the Russian EIT and EITs in general. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1  Assessment of second language (L2) proficiency in SLA research 

Assessment of second language proficiency is done for many purposes. In educational 

settings assessments are used to make decisions about students, to inform classroom 

teaching and learning, and to improve, ensure, and demonstrate the quality of an 

educational program (Norris, 2013). Ideally, for all of these educational purposes, the use 

of an assessment instrument leads to a concrete action that has an appropriate implication 

for the individual, school, or language program. In comparison to educational assessment, 

second language acquisition (SLA) as a scholarly field employs assessments as 

instruments for collecting data with the goal of answering research questions about the 

linguistic, cognitive, social, or educational “factors that are hypothesized either to enable 

or inhibit the rate, route, and ultimate attainment of L2 acquisition” (Norris & Ortega, 

2012, p. 573). In other words, no direct actions are involved concerning the individuals 

who are assessed. 

In SLA research L2 proficiency assessments are mainly used for three purposes. 

First, assessments are employed for selecting participants into a study. Here, the use of 

L2 proficiency assessments helps to justify the sampling of participants into a study or 

assigning participants to distinct groups (Norris & Ortega, 2012, p. 580). Second, during 

the analysis, depending on the research question, it is necessary to include a measure of 

L2 proficiency as a covariate because proficiency can directly influence L2 learners’ 

performance on language-related experiments or interventions (Hulstijn, 2012; Norris & 

Ortega, 2012). Third, after the data is analyzed, researchers draw conclusions and arrive 
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at interpretations about how certain factors influence L2 learning, development, or 

performance, and thereby construe the knowledge that is accumulated within the SLA 

field. Again, they arrive at these conclusions on the basis of some type of assessment – be 

it a task, a test, or any other tool that allows researchers to elicit, observe, and interpret 

indicators of L2 proficiency. Obviously, in all cases information about participants’ 

proficiency guides readers of research as they determine to what extent the findings can 

be generalized to other samples of language learning populations. 

Even though, in SLA assessments, no decisions are made that would have a direct 

impact on the individual participants, the concept of a justifiable test remains since claims 

based on assessments which are not valid might lead to inaccurate experimental results 

and interpretations or even to undesirable consequences beyond the SLA field. For 

example, Rosansky (1979) as cited in Shohamy (1994), exemplified how the Bilingual 

Syntax Measure tests in early morpheme acquisition studies led to a new policy for 

limited proficiency English speakers based on unreliable and invalid instruments. 

Shohamy (1994) suggested that if SLA researchers applied some of the procedures used 

by language testers in validating their assessments they would be able to obtain data that 

are more reliable and valid. Thus, even though one does not make educational decisions 

or takes actions about the individual participants in an empirical study, the question of 

validity remains important for SLA assessment, too. 

1.2  Review of proficiency assessment in SLA research 

Several scholars have conducted systematic investigations of L2 proficiency assessment 

instruments employed in SLA studies over the past several decades. Thomas (1994) 

investigated the conventions for assessment of target-language proficiency in empirical 
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research on L2 acquisition between 1988 and 1992 in four key journals: Applied 

Linguistics, Language Learning, Second Language Research, and Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition. She identified four major categories of proficiency assessment 

techniques as a result of the analyses of the corpus of 157 experimental and observational 

studies: (1) impressionistic judgments (21%), (2) institutional status (40.1%), (3) in-

house assessment (14%), and (4) standardized tests (22.3%); 2.5% were classified as 

‘others’. 

Twelve years later Thomas (2006) repeated the study using the five volumes of 

the same journals published between 2000 and 2004. Having analyzed the corpus 

comprised of 211 empirical papers, she found that 19% of the assessments of L2 

proficiency were done by impressionistic judgments, 33.2% of the studies used 

institutional status, 19.4% used in-house assessments, and 23.2% used standardized tests. 

A total of 5.2% of the proficiency assessments were done by other techniques. The main 

difference with the previous overview undertaken 12 years earlier was a 7% decrease in 

the use of institutional status and a 5% increase in in-house assessment techniques. She 

also found some differences in the utilization of different methods to assess L2 

proficiency across journals; however, reliance on impressionistic judgments and 

institutional status in more than 50% of the cases did not indicate much progress in using 

carefully designed and validated techniques in SLA research 12 years later. 

A further investigation of how systematically language proficiency is assessed in 

SLA studies was done by Tremblay (2011). She conducted a survey of studies published 

in three journals (Second Language Research, Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 

and French Language Studies) between 2000 and 2008. She found that a little more than 
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one third of all the studies (53/144) assessed L2 learners’ proficiency independently with 

some assessment tool. The most commonly used tests in these studies were one or more 

original or simplified sections of existing standardized proficiency or placement tests 

(e.g., Greek Language Proficiency Test, Michigan Test, Oxford Proficiency Test, Test of 

Adolescent and Adult Language, some section of the TOEFL iBT exam), a cloze test or a 

C-test, and oral interviews or accent ratings. Of the studies that did not administer a test, 

the majority estimated L2 proficiency on the basis of classroom level or years of 

instruction, followed by existing proficiency scores (typically TOEFL iBT scores) and 

length of residence in an environment where the target language is spoken. In addition, 

Tremblay (2011) noted that many studies did not include sufficient details about the 

proficiency tools used. In particular, no information was provided on which sections of 

the standardized test had been used, whether the instruments had been standardized, how 

the oral interviews had been conducted and rated, and how recent the existing proficiency 

scores were. 

Hulstijn (2012) summarized similar problems when he reviewed how the 

construct of language proficiency is measured in the study of bilingualism from a 

cognitive perspective. He reviewed a corpus of 140 empirical papers published in 

volumes 1–14 (1998–2011) of the journal Bilingualism: Language and Cognition. In the 

analysis Hulstijn only focused on the definition and measurement of language proficiency 

(LP) and its implications for (a) the definition and operationalization of language 

dominance, and (b) the selection of native-speaker control groups. Hulstijn (2012) found 

that in slightly more than half of the papers, in which researchers should have used the 

assessment of language proficiency as an independent variable or a covariate, language 
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proficiency was not measured with an objective language proficiency test. Typical 

selection criteria used were age, language-acquisition history and environment (e.g., age 

of arrival in L2 country, length of residence in L2 environment, years of L2 instruction), 

and self-assessed proficiency in one or several domains of language use (listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing). Further selection criteria included performance on a 

researcher-administered language test or possession of a language certificate. Hulstijn 

(2012) also found that researchers seldom used participants’ proficiency scores in 

explaining variance observed in the dependent variable(s). In conclusion he 

recommended that in studies investigating between-group contrasts, researchers should 

carefully consider the assessment of participants’ proficiency in the investigated 

languages, even in native-speaker (NS) comparison groups. In particular, the following 

suggestions were made: 

1. Motivate the absence or presence of an objective measurement of LP 

to select candidate participants.  

2. In case an objective LP test is used, motivate the type of test chosen, 

given the age, literacy and educational level of participants. Describe 

the test’s target group (age, literacy and educational level), skills 

measured, task(s), and materials in sufficient detail, and report its 

validity (if known) and its psychometric characteristics (e.g., internal 

consistency) for the target group.  

3. For the assessment of language dominance, (i) use tests of oral 

reception and production rather than tests of reading or writing, (ii) 

exclude linguistic elements that not all adult NSs may be familiar 
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with, and (iii) administer the test to NSs too, in order to verify 

whether NSs of lower intellectual, educational or professional 

profiles perform at ceiling. If assessment of LP only takes place in 

the form of a questionnaire (to be filled out by the participants 

themselves or their parents or teachers), make its items refer to 

communicative skills in the realm of BLC1 only (reception and 

production of oral language involving only high-frequency 

elements), or in BLC and HLC2 (unrestricted oral and written 

language use) separately. 

4. Consider whether it is appropriate to analyse the data (in addition to, 

or instead of using ANOVA) with multilevel linear mixed modelling 

or similar techniques that allow the researcher to determine to what 

extent the LP-assessment data (within and across participant groups) 

account for the amount of variance observed in the dependent 

variable(s). 

5. In the discussion section of papers, discuss not only the between-

group findings but also the variance obtained within groups, and 

consider the potential meaning of the findings for our understanding 

of notions such as “language proficiency”, “native speaker”, 

“language dominance”, and “(un)balanced bilinguals”. Hulstijn 

                                                

1 basic language cognition 

2 high language cognition 
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(2012, p. 430) 

Hulstjin’s list of recommendations is extremely helpful if one already has a proficiency 

test at their disposal, as well as information on its psychometric characteristics or on its 

validity for a given test use. But what if that is not the case? In spite of the long list of 

recommendations, many important questions remain unanswered about proficiency 

testing for SLA research purposes. For example, it remains unclear what tests one should 

develop or use as most appropriate measures of L2 proficiency for making different kinds 

of decisions. This is not mentioned in the recommendations, nor which test format would 

best elicit basic and high language cognition and do so in a practical way. 

Reviewing the history of assessing L2 learner knowledge, Norris and Ortega 

(2012) conclude: “While assessment innovation, research, and development are not 

unheard of within SLA, to date the assessment of learner knowledge has consisted mostly 

of either appropriated or idiosyncratic methods, rather than carefully designed and 

validated techniques for illuminating core L2 phenomena as defined and valued within 

various types of SLA theories” (p. 575). While acknowledging that the reporting of any 

L2 proficiency estimate is better than no reporting at all, Norris and Ortega (2012) 

emphasized that “one major limitation to the generalizability of SLA research findings is 

the lack of domain-specific standardized proficiency assessments” (p. 580). Recent 

developments in methodology, in particular, research synthesis and meta-analysis, require 

the SLA research community to move away from individual researchers using their own 

instruments for assessing learner knowledge towards conducting research in a cumulative 

and cooperative manner (Norris & Ortega, 2006, 2012). Among other things, the use of 

validated assessments as well as full and careful reporting of assessments and findings is 
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crucial for enabling benchmarking, replication, and generalization in the SLA field. 

Concluding the overview of proficiency assessments in SLA studies, it can be 

said that all of the reviews above identified a lack of uniformity in the methods that SLA 

researchers have employed to understand and interpret L2 proficiency, as well as a lack 

of the consistency with which proficiency is operationalized and interpreted. This clearly 

reveals a need for practical suggestions as to what can be done to improve L2 proficiency 

assessment practices in the SLA domain and provides a motivation for this dissertation. 

1.3  The challenge of L2 proficiency assessment in SLA research 

In spite of relatively abundant calls for developing and using valid assessment methods in 

SLA research (Douglas, 2001; Norris & Ortega, 2003, 2006, 2012; Shohamy, 1994, 

2000), there have been only few examples thereof. At the same time, by now it has 

become clear that instructional level cannot be used as an accurate indicator of L2 

proficiency (e.g., Norris & Pfeiffer, 2003; Thomson, 1996). Abundant studies in the SLA 

field have demonstrated that factors external to the classroom, such as L2 learners’ age of 

first exposure to the target language, their motivation and language aptitude, the length of 

residence in an environment where that language is spoken, and percentage of weekly use 

of the target language, among other factors, play an important role in determining their 

L2 proficiency (e.g., Dörnyei, 2005). Therefore, even in a well-articulated and structured 

instructional environment such as a foreign language (FL) program, L2 learners show 

variability in their proficiency due to these factors. As a result, L2 learners in a given 

classroom level do not necessarily form a homogeneous group, and researchers should be 

cautious when treating students in one classroom or students taking parallel language 

classes as being comparable or belonging to a similar level of proficiency. Furthermore, 
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language classes at many institutions have heritage speakers who may exhibit unbalanced 

ability profiles and add even more variability to the L2 proficiency level of the group. 

The comparison becomes more problematic if participants in the studies come 

from different institutions and/or educational systems. For example, if researchers at two 

different institutions/universities wish to collaborate on a given SLA study and recruit 

students from a particular curricular level for it, they need to make sure that the course 

levels are indeed equivalent and exclude outliers accordingly. It becomes even more 

difficult to assure comparability of the students’ proficiency if research is conducted in 

educational systems where different language frameworks are used for describing 

students’ proficiency levels, in particular, the Common European Framework of 

Reference (CEFR) or American Council of Teaching Foreign Languages (ACTFL) 

proficiency guidelines, and where course levels/numbers and their content and goals do 

not correspond to each other. 

Unfortunately, standardized tests of language proficiency are expensive and take a 

long time to complete. They usually require participation of certified raters, take place 

only on certain days and test sites and cost around 100$ depending on the test and the 

language which frequently makes them impractical for SLA researchers to incorporate 

into their study designs. In some languages they are even unavailable or elicit only 

certain ranges of learners’ abilities. For reasons of practicality, researchers have to rely 

on in-house measures of L2 proficiency, thereby facing the challenge of defining and 

appropriately measuring the construct of L2 proficiency. Or they simply ignore it, which 

is often the default case in most SLA research. 

Recently, there has been an increase in the use of short-cut estimates of L2 
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proficiency in SLA research, such as Elicited Imitation Tests or C-tests (Lee-Ellis, 2009; 

Tracy-Ventura, McManus, Norris, & Ortega, 2014; Tremblay & Garrison, 2010; Wu & 

Ortega, 2013). Presumably, a C-test can provide a good estimate of learners’ literacy 

skills (reading and writing), whereas an EIT can be used as a measure of learners’ oracy 

skills (listening and speaking). However, several questions need to be addressed in regard 

to the use of these more practical tests: how justifiable are the uses of these short-cut 

estimates of L2 proficiency, how should one go about the validation process, and which 

validation framework should one use? 

1.4  Responding to the challenge: The current dissertation 

In this dissertation I propose that the argument-based approach to validity (Kane, 2006) 

can be applied to validate L2 proficiency assessments in the SLA field and seek to 

exemplify how it can be done. The argument-based approach helps test developers state 

what kind of claims they would like to make on the basis of the test scores and specify 

how they can justify these claims, or speaking in the argument-based approach terms, it 

gives guidance on how to develop an interpretive argument for a certain test use and how 

to validate it. For this, Kane offers a framework of inferences (scoring, generalization, 

extrapolation, and utilization) which test developers need to be aware of and need to lay 

out for each specific test use in order not to miss any part of the test validation. 

Furthermore, Kane (2006) offers a catalogue of methods and procedures that can be used 

for validating the specified inferences and test uses. In other words, the argument-based 

approach to validity leads test developers through the crucial stages of validation of the 

interpretive argument and the claims, both conceptually and empirically. Kane’s 

argument-based approach to validity is sufficiently flexible to accommodate different 
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needs of assessment in the SLA field, among other assessments of theoretical constructs. 

However, in spite of its flexibility the argument-based approach offers concrete guidance 

for justifying different interpretations of the assessment instruments. 

This dissertation focuses on the oral/aural dimension of L2 proficiency with a 

focus on the development and validation of an Elicited Imitation Test as a short-cut 

measure of oral language proficiency in Russian. The EIT, originally developed for 

research in the fields of first language acquisition (e.g., Lust, Chien, & Flynn, 1996; 

Slobin & Welch, 1973) and bilingualism (Radloff, 1991), has increasingly been 

employed in SLA research as a measure of second language competence (Bley-Vroman 

& Chaudron, 1994), implicit knowledge (Ellis, 2009; Erlam, 2006), and general oral 

proficiency (Burger & Chrétien, 2001; Hamayer, 1990; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014; Wu & 

Ortega, 2013). Parallel versions of the same test have been developed in several 

languages, including English, German, French, Spanish, Japanese, Chinese (Ortega, 

Iwashita, Norris, & Rabie, 1999, 2002; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014; Wu & Ortega, 2013). 

No publicly available EIT for research purposes exists for Russian as a Foreign 

Language. 

To date, validation studies of Elicited Imitation Tests have been conducted with a 

limited population of learners, for example, only intermediate learners (Tracy-Ventura et 

al., 2014) or low-level learners vs. high-level learners (Wu & Ortega, 2013), and thus 

have focused only on selected samples of the possible language learner population that 

may need to be assessed (i.e., ranging from beginners to advanced learners). Furthermore, 

the sample populations used in previous studies have come from a single educational 

setting. Thus, so far, no evidence has been sought for the generalizability of score 
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interpretations across institutions and educational systems. Consequently the use of those 

EITs cannot yet be justified across educational settings. The current dissertation seeks to 

address this gap by creating and validating a Russian EIT with students at a wide range of 

Russian L2 abilities in two different educational systems, that is in the USA and 

Germany. 

Following the argument-based approach to validity, the dissertation builds and 

evaluates the interpretive argument for the Elicited Imitation Test in Russian as a short-

cut measure of Russian oral proficiency. First, two interpretive arguments are developed 

for two research purposes: controlling participants’ L2 proficiency (i.e., using L2 

proficiency as a moderating variable) and sampling participants into a study on the basis 

of the EIT scores. Second, the interpretive arguments are validated by addressing several 

evaluation questions. 

To my knowledge, the study is the first in the SLA field that exemplifies how to 

apply the argument-based approach to validating SLA research-oriented assessments (but 

see suggestions to do so in Purpura, Brown, & Schoonen, 2015). Furthermore, this 

investigation is the first SLA validity study that looks for evidence of generalizability of 

test scores across different educational settings. By demonstrating how proficiency 

assessments should be validated, it is hoped that this dissertation will provide an 

important methodological contribution to the field of SLA and lead to better assessment 

practices in the field. Furthermore, by sharing the tool with scholars working with similar 

populations of L2 learners of Russian, I hope to fuel more generalizable research in the 

field of Russian SLA. 
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1.5  Outline of the dissertation 

The first three theoretical chapters (Chapters 2 - 4) provide a theoretical grounding for the 

validation studies. The goal of Chapter 2 is twofold. First, I review different models of L2 

knowledge and competence that have been developed for use in L2 educational 

assessment. I also show how these models are realized in two frameworks of L2 

proficiency, commonly used in the US and Germany, namely the Common European 

Framework of Reference and the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign 

Languages proficiency guidelines. I then discuss how their scales encompass the 

performance correlates of L2 proficiency – complexity, accuracy, and fluency – that have 

been commonly used in SLA studies as indicators of L2 development. Second, I discuss 

the construct of L2 proficiency, in particular L2 production as it has been addressed in the 

more psycholinguistically-oriented SLA field. I start by reviewing the models of L2 

production proposed by Levelt (1989) and Hulstjin (2012) and discuss the role of 

automaticity in L2 production. I conclude by emphasizing the necessity of connecting the 

pedagogic and psycholinguistic views, if one has to come up with a short-cut estimate of 

L2 proficiency that would serve different research purposes in the instructed SLA 

research. Throughout the chapter I make a case for “oracy” as a new conceptualization of 

language proficiency and situate this construct in relation to the previously discussed 

constructs of L2 oral proficiency and communicative language ability. 

Chapter 3 focuses on Elicited Imitation Test as a holistic measure of different 

aspects of L2 proficiency. I address the question of what the Elicited Imitation format is 

claimed to measure and how test design can differ depending on what researchers claim 

on the basis of an EIT. I discuss the concerns that have been raised about the test format 
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and give an overview of different types of EITs, different scoring procedures and sources 

of difficulty. Finally, I give an overview of the studies that validated EITs as a measure of 

different constructs and explain how this dissertation study is going to build upon the 

reviewed studies. 

In Chapter 4, the last theoretical chapter, I address various approaches to test 

validation. First, I give a historical overview of validity as it was developed and presented 

in different standards for educational and psychological testing. However, I devote most 

of the chapter to outline the argument-based approach to test validation that I apply in the 

empirical part of the dissertation. In particular, I describe the stages of test validation 

proposed by the argument-based approach and give concrete examples of how one goes 

about validating each stage. 

Following the three literature review chapters that constitute the theoretical 

background, Chapters 5 and 6 report on two validation studies that exemplify how the 

argument-based approach can be used to evaluate two distinct uses of the EIT: (a) to 

control participants’ L2 proficiency (Chapter 5) and (b) to sample participants into an 

SLA study (Chapter 6) based on the level of their speaking and listening skills. Both 

chapters start with the development of interpretive arguments associated with each test 

use, followed by their validation. Each chapter also contains a detailed description of the 

evaluation design and methodological approach for each validation study. First, I outline 

the evaluation questions and the background of the Russian learners who participated in 

each study. Then, I describe in detail the assessment tools and procedures used to elicit 

and score the data. I continue by providing an account of the analytic and statistical 

procedures used to evaluate the data. Finally, I proceed to the results of the two validation 
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studies. Within each empirical chapter, I report on the results of the data analyses with 

regard to the evaluation questions and discuss them systematically in reference to each 

evaluation question. 

Chapter 7, the final chapter, includes a summary of findings, discussion of 

limitations and constraints encountered in two validation studies, as well as implications 

for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2: SECOND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY 

Before developing a test of L2 proficiency it is important to state what exactly L2 

proficiency is and what components it consists of. Depending on the context – L2 testing, 

L2 pedagogy, or SLA – different views exist on defining the construct of L2 proficiency. 

This chapter reviews different approaches to conceptualizing and operationalizing an L2 

proficiency construct as developed in language testing, L2 pedagogy, and in more 

cognitively- and psycholinguistically-oriented SLA research. In particular, since the 

validation study in this dissertation deals with the assessment of the oral and aural L2 

proficiency, the literature review focuses on the oral mode of L2 proficiency, in other 

words on language production and perception and the role that lexico-grammatical 

knowledge and automatic processing play within it. 

The chapter starts with a review of different models of language proficiency and 

competence as well as their components. I further discuss different proposals for 

categorizing L2 proficiency levels and identifying indicators of L2 proficiency made for 

educational and testing purposes. I then discuss the contribution of the SLA field in 

defining the construct of L2 proficiency focusing, in particular, on Levelt’s (1989) model 

of L2 production and Hulstjin’s (2007, 2011) model of L2 proficiency. Finally, I argue 

for the incorporation of contributions from all three fields and present a hierarchy of L2 

proficiency constructs relevant for the current dissertation. So, throughout the chapter I 

make a case for “oracy” as a new conceptualization of language proficiency that I will 

further claim that EIT can capture adequately.  
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2.1  Models of language proficiency and competence: Conceptualizations from 

educational assessment 

In language testing it is common to use the terms ‘ability’ and ‘competence’ when one 

implies language proficiency for some communicative purpose. The first theory of 

language competence was proposed by Lado (1961) as a “skills-and-elements” model of 

L2 proficiency that differentiated three elements (i.e., components) of language 

knowledge: phonology, structure, and lexicon. Lado suggested that these components can 

be assessed independently in the context of four language skills: listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing. Carroll (1968) proposed a similar model of L2 proficiency that 

consistes of phonology and orthography, grammar (morphology and syntax), and lexis 

measured in the context of the same four skills. However, he proposed to assess them not 

in isolation but altogether as they are used in integrative tasks. 

A decade later the component structure of a skills-and-components approach to 

L2 proficiency was rejected by Oller (1979) who introduced the idea of proficiency as a 

unitary global trait underlying L2 performance. Oller called this trait “pragmatic 

expectancy grammar” defining it as a learner’s ability to “relate sequences of linguistic 

elements via pragmatic mappings to the extralinguistic context” (p. 38) which could be 

assessed through integrative tasks. Later, his hypothesis was rejected because of apparent 

flaws in the use of factor analysis (Vollmer & Sang, 1983) and findings from further 

studies (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 1982; Harley, Allen, Cummins, & Swain, 1990) that 

provided empirical evidence for a multicomponential model of language ability, which is 

more or less supported to date. 

A new approach to a multicomponential competence was introduced by Canale 
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and Swain (1980) and later Canale (1983). Their components included grammatical, 

sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic competence (i.e., compensatory communication 

strategies). This model is recognized for providing the first theoretical framework 

underlying communicative language teaching and testing (Purpura, 2009). Building upon 

Canale and Swain’s (1980) model, Bachman (1990) and later Bachman and Palmer 

(1996) proposed a multi-componential model of communicative language ability (CLA) 

which represents the current state-of-the-art in terms of the most comprehensive 

conceptualization of communicative language ability in L2 testing and education. Their 

model of CLA, as shown in Figure 1, consists of two general components: (1) 

organizational knowledge, or how individuals control language to produce grammatically 

correct sentences and texts, and (2) pragmatic knowledge, or how individuals 

communicate meaning and how they produce contextually appropriate utterances, 

sentences, and texts. Organizational knowledge is further divided into grammatical 

knowledge that includes knowledge of vocabulary, syntax, and phonology/graphology as 

well as textual knowledge that includes knowledge of cohesion, rhetorical organization, 

and conversational organization. Pragmatic knowledge is defined in terms of functional 

knowledge (i.e., knowledge of how to use organizational resources to communicate 

language functions) and sociolinguistic knowledge (i.e., knowledge of how 

organizational resources relate to features of the language-use context). These knowledge 

components can be applied in four different skills or two modes: oral (speaking and 

listening) and written (reading and writing). 
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Figure 1. Model of Communicative Language Ability  

(Figure constructed on the basis of Bachman & Palmer [1996, pp. 66–68]). 
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One extension of Bachman and Palmer model was proposed by Purpura (2004). His 

model consists of two interactive components: grammatical knowledge and pragmatic 

knowledge. Grammatical knowledge represents two underlying interconnected 

dimensions: grammatical form and semantic meaning. Grammatical form accounts for 

the knowledge of several possible grammatical forms and structures at the sentence and 

discourse levels (e.g., phonological or graphological, lexical, morphosyntactic, cohesive, 

information managerial, and interactional forms), whereas semantic meaning (also 

referred to as 'grammatical meaning') includes “the literal and intended meaning of an 

utterance derived both from the meanings of the words arranged in syntax and the way in 

which the words are used to convey the speaker's [propositional] intention" (Purpura, 

2004, p. 74) in a given context. Pragmatic knowledge in Purpura's model refers to 

knowledge structures that help learners understand or communicate meanings beyond 

what is explicitly expressed by the grammatical forms and their literal meanings. 

In spite of the general acceptance of the belief that CLA is multicomponential and 

in spite of the broad application of Bachman & Palmer’ (1996) model in L2 teaching and 

testing, many questions remain unanswered. Purpura (2009) summarized the following 

challenges concerning CLA: 

… no consensus has been reached as to what exact components 

constitute a comprehensive model of CLA, how the components 

might interact, how the components of CLA are acquired and 

develop – alone  or together, how knowledge of these components is 

organized in the test-taker's mind or how these knowledge 

representations generally change as test-takers advance along the 
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interlanguage continuum, or how knowledge of these discrete 

components might integrate in ways that they can be used as 

resources for accomplishing meaningful activities under different 

conditions across diverse contexts. (p. 63) 

Furthermore, one of the problems of the available models is that they have generally been 

constructed in the absence of a strong connection to a theory of L2 learning and 

development, based on cognitive findings and SLA research (Purpura, 2009). However, 

what unites these theories, is that they all agree on the core components of L2 

proficiency, namely knowledge of phonology and orthography, grammar (morphology 

and syntax), and lexis. 

2.2.  Development of L2 proficiency 

The overview of different models of language knowledge and competence indicates that 

there is no universally accepted model of L2 proficiency. Furthermore, none of the 

models really exemplifies the stages of development of L2 proficiency. However, 

because of the practical societal and educational need it is natural to talk about different 

proficiency levels (e.g., beginner, intermediate, advanced) and language assessments 

always implicate or even require a certain conceptualization of language development by 

specifying a normative sequence (levels) in which people are assumed to gain language 

proficiency with respect to the knowledge and skills assessed in a test. This section 

discusses the development of the L2 proficiency from two viewpoints. I start with the 

treatment of L2 proficiency development proposed by different benchmarks and 

frameworks in the area of language teaching and educational assessment. I then look at 

the development of the L2 proficiency in terms of three constructs – complexity, 
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accuracy, and fluency – widely accepted in the SLA field. 

2.2.1  L2 Proficiency levels 

Given various practical societal and educational needs, most educational systems have 

developed their own benchmarks or standards to define the domains of a language to be 

taught and learned and, in turn, to be assessed (Brindley, 1998; North, 2000). Typically, 

these standards have been established through professional consensus among committees 

about the development of language learning abilities; however, there is no theoretical 

basis for the distinction between agreed upon levels of L2 proficiency (Hulstijn, 2007, 

2012). For example, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages 

proficiency guidelines identify five major levels of proficiency across the four skills: 

Distinguished, Superior, Advanced, Intermediate, and Novice. The major levels – 

Advanced, Intermediate, and Novice – are further subdivided into High, Mid, and Low 

sublevels. The Common European Framework of Reference, by comparison, 

differentiates six levels of proficiency: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2 with no further 

official subdivisions although need has led to the use of “plus” levels or further sublevels 

(e.g., B1.1, B1.2). 

Hulstijn (2007) proposed that “the notion of language proficiency employed in the 

CEFR rests on two, closely ‘intertwined pillars’: quantity and quality” (p. 663). Quantity 

specifies how much a learner can do, whereas quality refers to how well a learner is able 

to do it. For example, proficiency descriptors of Overall Oral Production at the B1 level 

illustrate how quantity and quality parameters of overall oral production are 

interconnected. A B1 speaker 

 can reasonably fluently sustain a straightforward description of one 
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of a variety of subjects within his/her field of interest, presenting it 

as a linear sequence of points. (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 58) 

The element “straightforward description of one of a variety of subjects within his/her 

field of interest” indicates what a B1 learner can do, whereas the elements “reasonably 

fluently” and “presenting it as a linear sequence of points” indicate how well the learner 

can do it. Plausibly, quantity and quality of learner’s L2 production increase as L2 

proficiency increases. A C1 learner can already “give descriptions and presentations on 

complex subjects” (quantity), thereby the descriptions are “clear and detailed” and 

“integrate sub-themes, developing particular points and rounding off with an appropriate 

conclusion” (quality). A C1 speaker 

can give clear, detailed descriptions and presentations on complex 

subjects, integrating sub-themes, developing particular points and 

rounding off with an appropriate conclusion. (Council of Europe, 

2001, p. 58) 

Furthermore, the CEFR presents a progression of L2 proficiency in terms of scales for 

four “linguistic competences” (Council of Europe, 2001, pp. 108–118), in particular, 

vocabulary range, vocabulary control, grammatical accuracy, and phonological control; 

in other words the progression is also specified for the core linguistic skills. 

The proficiency scales of the ACTFL proficiency guidelines can also be 

interpreted in terms of quality and quantity. For example, intermediate speakers can be 

distinguished primarily by their ability to create with the language 

when talking about familiar topics related to their daily life. They 
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are able to recombine learned material in order to express personal 

meaning. Intermediate-level speakers can ask simple questions and 

can handle a straightforward survival situation. They produce 

sentence-level language, ranging from discrete sentences to strings 

of sentences, typically in present time. Intermediate-level speakers 

are understood by interlocutors who are accustomed to dealing with 

non-native learners of the language. (ACTFL, 2012, n.p.) 

The elements “talking about familiar topics related to their daily life” or “ask simple 

questions and can handle a straightforward survival situation” indicate what an 

intermediate learner can do, whereas the elements “produce sentence-level language, 

ranging from discrete sentences to strings of sentences” and “recombine learned 

material” demonstrate how well the learner can do it. Similar to the CEFR progression, 

an Advanced speaker should indicate an increase in quantity and quality of L2 production 

in comparison to an Intermediate learner. According to the ACTFL guidelines, speakers 

at the Advanced level  

engage in conversation in a clearly participatory manner in order to 

communicate information on autobiographical topics, as well as 

topics of community, national, or international interest. The topics 

are handled concretely by means of narration and description in the 

major time frames of past, present, and future. These speakers can 

also deal with a social situation with an unexpected complication. 

The language of Advanced-level speakers is abundant, the oral 

paragraph being the measure of Advanced-level length and 
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discourse. Advanced-level speakers have sufficient control of basic 

structures and generic vocabulary to be understood by native 

speakers of the language, including those unaccustomed to non-

native speech. (ACTFL, 2012, n.p.) 

The element “communicate information on autobiographical topics, as well as topics of 

community, national, or international interest” indicates what an advanced learner can do, 

whereas the elements “sufficient control of basic structures and generic vocabulary” and 

“engage in conversation in a clearly participatory manner” indicate how well the learner 

can do it. De Jong (2004), refers quantity to 

the number of domains, functions, notions, situations, locations, 

topics, and roles that a language user can deal with. The notion of 

quality refers to (a) the degree to which language use is effective, 

leading to degree of precision, in understanding what is meant, and 

in expressing one’s meaning, and (b) the degree to which language 

use is efficient, leading to communication with least possible effort. 

(De Jong, 2004, n.p.) 

The definition of quality proposed by De Jong partially addresses three dimensions of L2 

proficiency that are frequently used by SLA researchers as indicators of L2 performance 

and correlates of L2 proficiency, in particular complexity, accuracy, and fluency (e.g., 

Housen, Vedder, & Kuiken, 2012) which are discussed in the next section. 

2.2.2  Complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) measures 

Since it is assumed that L2 proficiency has a multicomponential structure, some SLA 
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researchers believe that its major dimensions can be sufficiently and systematically 

captured by the notions of complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Housen & Kuiken, 2009). 

CAF measures have been commonly used both as performance descriptors for the 

assessment of language learners and as indicators of learners’ L2 proficiency underlying 

their performance. Furthermore, they have been employed for measuring development in 

language learning. 

Complexity of L2 production refers to the “the extent to which learners produce 

elaborated language” (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 139) both in terms of syntax and 

vocabulary. In other words, two types of complexity are differentiated: lexical and 

syntactic. Norris and Ortega (2009) identified several groups of syntactic measures of 

syntactic complexity, in particular (1) measures that address length (in words, 

morphemes, characters, etc.) of utterance, clause or a T-unit; (2) measures of 

subordination and coordination; (4) measures that capture variety, sophistication, and 

acquisitional timing of grammatical forms used in production; and finally (4) measures of 

total frequency of use of certain forms considered to be sophisticated.  

Lexical complexity measures can also be grouped into several categories, such as 

measures of individuality or originality, measure of density, measures of sophistication, 

and measures of diversity (Polio, 2014). Among these measures are, for example, type-

token ratio (Robinson, 2001); mean segmental type-token ratio (Yuan & Ellis, 2003); D 

value (Kormos & Dénes, 2004); Giraud’s index (Daller, van Hout, & Treffers-Daller, 

2003). With regard to proficiency, as L2 learners perform increasingly more advanced 

tasks that correspond to their proficiency level, the more complex L2 production is 

supposed to become, both in terms of syntax and lexis. Of course, the demands of the 
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task need to be taken into account to make sure that the task actually requires a more 

complex language (Ryshina-Pankova, 2015) as well as interdependence between some 

measures (Norris & Ortega, 2009). 

The second indicator of L2 proficiency, accuracy, refers to “the degree of 

deviancy from a particular norm” (Housen & Kuiken, 2009, p. 463) and is usually 

measured by a number of error-free clauses, the number of errors, whether in spelling, 

punctuation, semantics or grammar per 100 words, or the number of errors of a specific 

phenomenon under study. The basic idea in the relation of accuracy and L2 proficiency is 

that as L2 proficiency increases, so does the accuracy of use of different linguistic 

features. 

Finally, the third indicator of L2 proficiency, fluency is usually characterized by 

how eloquent and smooth one’s speech or writing is. Three types of fluency are usually 

differentiated: cognitive fluency, perceived fluency, and utterance fluency (De Jong, 

Steinel, Florijn, Schoonen, & Hulstijn, 2012). Cognitive fluency refers to the ability of an 

L2 speaker to smoothly translate thoughts to L2 speech. Perceived fluency refers to a 

subjective measure of what listeners perceive about L2 speaker’s cognitive fluency. And 

finally, utterance fluency is an objective acoustic measure of an utterance. Like with 

other measures, there are numerous ways of measuring performance fluency, in 

particular, by using speech rate, articulation rate, phonation-time ratio, mean length of 

runs, number of silent pauses per minute, mean pause duration, number of filled pauses 

per minute, etc. (De Jong et al., 2012). As far as relation of fluency and proficiency is 

concerned, the general direction here is that an increase in proficiency will generally be 

accompanied by an increase in fluency. 
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Interestingly, it is common to talk about levels of proficiency for educational and 

assessment purposes, but there have not been many proposals of ‘formal’ levels of 

complexity, accuracy, and fluency that are associated with particular proficiency levels 

(For examples see Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010; Ortega 2003). Despite this, the three 

dimensions of L2 production are implied in language frameworks and very frequently 

assessment rubrics, both holistic and analytic, include these criteria. For example, a 

performance on the TOEFL iBT independent speaking task receives the highest score of 

4 if the “response fulfills the demands of the task, with at most minor lapses in 

completeness. It is highly intelligible and exhibits sustained, coherent discourse”3.  Here 

‘highly intelligible’ is related to accuracy and ‘exhibits sustained, coherent discourse’ to 

complexity. Furthermore, the analytical scale of TOEFL iBT independent speaking task 

includes, among others, two criteria which directly relate to fluency, accuracy, and 

complexity: in particular, delivery and language use. In order to get a score of 4 on the 

delivery scale a response has to exhibit “generally well-paced flow (fluid expression). 

Speech is clear. It may include minor lapses, or minor difficulties with pronunciation or 

intonation patterns, which do not affect overall intelligibility.” This scale obviously 

relates to fluency. For the language use criterion, a response will get a score of 4 if it 

“demonstrates effective use of grammar and vocabulary. It exhibits a fairly high degree 

of automaticity with good control of basic and complex structures (as appropriate). Some 

minor (or systematic) errors are noticeable but do not obscure meaning”. This scale 

relates to accuracy. 

                                                

3 https://www.ets.org/Media/Tests/TOEFL/pdf/Speaking_Rubrics.pdf  
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The examples above illustrate how the assessment of L2 proficiency, in case of 

TOEFL iBT of academic communicative ability, is conducted, among other things taking 

into account complexity, accuracy, and fluency measures of L2 performance suggesting 

their relevance in the model of L2 proficiency and its development. 

2.3  Language proficiency: Psycholinguistic conceptualizations 

Another angle from which one can look at L2 proficiency is by examining the role of 

automaticity in L2 perception and production. Cognitive SLA researchers consider 

language learning as another type of skill learning, and one of the central aspects of 

language learning is the development and role of automaticity in performance. The idea is 

that as “one’s skill level in a domain increases, the amount of attention and effort 

required to perform generally appears to decrease” (Segalowitz, 2003, p. 383). In other 

words, the more proficient an L2 learner becomes the smoother is his/her L2 perception 

and production. 

Segalowitz (2003) discussed several characteristics of automaticity such as: fast 

processing, ballistic (i.e., unstoppable) processing, load independent processing, 

effortless processing, unconscious processing, and instance processing. He also argued 

that the goal of the SLA theories was not to define automaticity but to investigate “under 

what conditions the process of becoming automatized occurs, and what role automatic 

processing plays in the larger picture of skill acquisition” (Segalowitz, 2003, p. 394). In 

the following section I will exemplify how automaticity is relevant for language 

proficiency in general and language production in particular. 

2.3.1  Levelt’s (1989) model of language production 

The most influential model of first language production that has also been applied for L2 
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production is the one offered by Levelt (1989). He differentiates between three processes 

involved in speech production: conceptualization, formulation, and articulation, as 

presented in Figure 2. In the first stage, conceptualization, the ideas that are to be 

expressed are developed and organized. In the second stage, formulation, a speaker 

makes lexical decisions, retrieving lemma from mental lexicon and builds syntax from 

the retrieval. In the final stage, articulation, the representation from the second stage is 

transformed into actual speech. 
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Figure 2. Levelt’s model of first language speech production (Levelt 1989, p.9)
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Skehan (2009) further specified each stage of Levelt's model of first language speech 

production and listed various processes identified within each stage (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Stages of second language speech production (adapted from Skehan, 2009, p. 
203) 
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this information quickly enables smooth speech production, without requiring 

consciousness. According to Skehan (2009), the mental lexicon of a second language 

learner is: 

• smaller, so that many lemmas required by the preverbal message will 

not be available; 

• incomplete, so that where many lemmas are part of the mental lexicon, 

they are only partially represented, so that for example, limited 

semantic information may be available, or limited syntactic 

information is available, or no collocational information etc.; 

• less organized, so that connections between lemmas do not prime one 

another, or alternative forms of expression are less available; 

• less redundantly structured, in that collocational chunks are less 

available, so that speech production has to be done more often 'from 

the first principles' on the basis of rule-generated language (p. 204, 

direct quote). 

Because of these incomplete and less organized entries, an L2 learner has to find 

alternative ways to formulate an idea, which leads to less smooth speech production. 

Since a learner with low competence in an L2 has a rather limited mental lexicon, parallel 

processing is replaced by successive, effortful, and conscious attempts to deal with pre-

verbal message demands on the mental lexicon – demands which can be beyond it, or 

which require considerably greater allocation of attention (Kormos, 2006). As a result, 

messages are constructed slowly or even abandoned (Faerch & Kasper, 1983). The more 
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proficient a speaker gets, the more automatic is his language processing. As Radloff 

(1991) points out: 

As people become more familiar with a second language and more 

confident in manipulating its syntax, they are more able to pack the 

chunks full of information; and the more they control the 

morphology the better they are able to organize within chunks of 

syntax; and the more vocabulary they know the better they are able 

to hold on to the meaning until they can repeat the sentence. (p. 9) 

The first SLA model of L2 proficiency that combines different linguistic components 

with a cognitive theory of learning and the one that takes into account the importance of 

automaticity for L2 production and perception is the model proposed by Hulstijn (2007, 

2012), as outlined in the next section. 

2.3.2  Hulstijn’s (2007, 2011) model of L2 proficiency 

Hulstijn’s (2007, 2011) model of L2 proficiency combined a componential view of 

proficiency along with the notion of automaticity of processing. He introduced his idea of 

L2 proficiency by differentiating between core language proficiency (lower order 

cognition) and higher order cognition in language processing. According to Hulstijn 

(2007), 

Lower order linguistic cognition pertains to the largely implicit, 

unconscious (a) knowledge of speech sounds, prosody, and 

phonology; (b) knowledge of a number of lexical items; (c) 

knowledge of morphology and syntax; and (d) the automaticity with 
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which these types of knowledge can be processed. Higher order 

cognition pertains to largely, but not exclusively, explicit, conscious 

knowledge of all sorts of topics (of which vocabulary size is but one 

rough index), as well as attention allocation, decision making, 

inferencing ability, and the like. (p. 664) 

In the further developed version of his model, Hulstijn (2011) differentiates, on the one 

hand, between basic and higher language cognition (BLC and HLC) and, on the other 

hand, between core and peripheral components of L2 proficiency. Developing his theory 

of L2 proficiency, Hulstijn (2011) takes into account two observations made about L1 

proficiency in native speakers. He claims that L1 speakers differ immensely in their 

command of the L1, nevertheless they all can communicate successfully with each other 

to a certain degree. In other words, they appear to share a basic knowledge of their 

language (i.e., basic language cognition) but they differ in HLC. Similar to lower order 

skills or core language proficiency (Hulstjin, 2007), BLC relates to  

(a) the largely implicit, unconscious knowledge in the domains of 

phonetics, prosody, phonology, morphology and syntax; (b) the 

largely explicit, conscious knowledge in the lexical domain (form-

meaning mappings), in combination with (c) the automaticity with 

which these types of knowledge can be processed. BLC is restricted 

to frequent lexical items and frequent grammatical structures, that is, 

to lexical items and morphosyntactic structures that may occur in 

any communicative situation, common to all adult L1-ers, regardless 

of age, literacy, or educational level. (Hulstijn, 2011, p. 230 italics 
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in the original) 

According to Hulstijn (2011) BLC is restricted to speech perception and speech 

production. Higher language cognition, the complement or extension of BLC, which 

Hulstijn (2011) also calls extended language cognition, is identical to BLC, however, “(a) 

in HLC, utterances that can be understood or produced contain low-frequency lexical 

items or uncommon morphosyntactic structures, and (b) HLC utterances pertain to 

written as well as spoken language” (p. 231). Thus, HLC utterances are lexically and 

grammatically more complex than BLC utterances and they are used in contexts such as 

in school and college, at work, and in leisure-time activities. Due to individual 

differences (working memory, socio-economic status, level of education, etc.), L1 

speakers have different levels of HLC. As for L2 speakers, there is variation in both types 

of cognition, but what Hulstijn (2011) is primarily interested in is to find out whether 

non-native speakers can reach a native speaker-like level of BLC. 

Though Hulstijn’s (2011) goal was not to refute the multicomponential model of 

L2 proficiency as proposed by Bachman and Palmer (2006) and Canale and Swain 

(1980), one necessary addition that his model adds to theirs is the incorporation and 

recognition of the role of automaticity along with core linguistic knowledge in human 

communicative ability. 

2.4  L2 Proficiency: Bridging the gap between disciplines 

One example of calling for more connections between the educational and SLA 

approaches to analyzing language knowledge and performance, and thus crossing the 

borders of disciplines, was a proposal to relate linguistic measures with communicative 

L2 ability, as suggested by Pallotti (2009). Similar to Norris, Brown, Hudson, and 
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Yoshioka (1998), Pallotti problematizes the sole use of linguistic measures as 

benchmarks of successful task performance in SLA research, stating that “one wonders 

how performance can be meaningfully interpreted without the reference to its quality and 

[communicative] effectiveness” (p. 599). He defines communicative adequacy as “the 

degree to which a learner’s performance is more or less successful in achieving the task’s 

goals efficiently” (p. 596). Similar definitions of communicative adequacy are successful 

performance, communicative efficacy, communicative success, and getting the message 

across. Communicative adequacy has been investigated both for writing in the 

“Communicative Adequacy and Linguistic Complexity” (CALC) project (Kuiken et al., 

2010) and speaking in the “What is Speaking Proficiency?” (WISP4) project. The goal of 

the CALC project was investigate the relationship between the communicative aspects of 

L2 writing, as defined in the descriptor scales of the CEFR, and the linguistic complexity 

of L2 performance. The goal of the WISP project was to investigate the componential 

structure of L2 speaking proficiency. Since in the dissertation I focus on the oral mode of 

L2 proficiency I further elaborate on the WISP project only. 

One of the studies conducted within the WISP project, by De Jong et al. (2012), 

investigated what type of linguistic knowledge and which processing aspects can predict 

participants’ speaking performance. They defined speaking proficiency as the success 

with which participants were able to get their message across in eight speaking tasks. The 

tasks used in the study represented different degrees of complexity (complex vs. simple 

topic), formality (informal vs. formal setting), and discourse type (descriptive vs. 

                                                

4 http://www.narcis.nl/research/RecordID/OND1301810/Language/en  
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argumentative). Participants’ linguistic knowledge was separately assessed in two tests 

(vocabulary and grammar) as well as their linguistic processing skills (four reaction time 

measures obtained in three tasks: picture naming, delayed picture naming, and sentence 

building), and their pronunciation skills (speech sounds, word stress, and intonation). 

These measures of linguistic skills were developed using Levelt’s (1989) and Levelt, 

Roelofs, and Meyer’s (1999) model of speaking. The results indicated that all measured 

components, except two measures of speed of articulation, correlated substantially with 

speaking proficiency measured by eight speaking tasks in the range from r = −0.49 for 

speed of lexical retrieval (ms) to r = 0.79 for knowledge of vocabulary. The two factors 

that turned out to be the best predictors of success with which L2 speakers were able to 

deliver the message in the eight speaking tasks were vocabulary and intonation. 

Furthermore, when analyses for high- and low-proficiency learners were conducted 

separately, again significant contributions for all predictors, except for the two measures 

in the delayed picture naming task (speed of articulation), were found. This suggests that 

an increase in linguistic knowledge and speed of processing predicts an increase in 

speaking proficiency both for high and low ability learners. 

Another study, conducted by Hulstijn, Schoonen, De Jong, Steinel, and Florijn 

(2012), examined the association between communicative adequacy and linguistic 

competence among B1- and B2-level learners of Dutch. Researchers used the same 

measures of linguistic knowledge and processing skills as in De Jong et al.’s (2012) 

study. In particular, eight communicative tasks were used to assess communicative 

adequacy and several tasks were used to assess three types of linguistic competences: (1) 

declarative knowledge of productive vocabulary knowledge and productive knowledge of 
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grammar, (2) speed-of-processing skills, and (3) pronunciation skills. Similar to De Jong 

et al. (2012), it was found that all linguistic competences, except speed of articulation, 

discriminated participants at the two levels of oral production. 

The researchers in both studies did not try to contest the models of 

communicative competence developed by Canale and Swain (1980) and Bachman and 

Palmer (1996), even though those earlier models did not include processing skills, which 

turned out to be important predictors in the studies conducted by Hulstijn et al. (2012) 

and De Jong et al. (2012). However, what their studies clearly demonstrated is the 

importance of linguistic knowledge of vocabulary and grammar as well as processing 

skills, which in combination explained 75.7% of the variance in communicative success 

in speaking.  

Two key ideas should be taken from this section. First, in the discussion of L2 

proficiency, especially its development, it is important to take into account the role of 

automaticity in L2 perception and production because it happens to increase with the 

increase of L2 proficiency and can serve as a good indicator of L2 development. Second, 

results of Hulstjin and colleagues’ empirical investigations demonstrated how “linguistic 

knowledge and processing skills deserve a prominent place in any model of language 

proficiency” (De Jong et al., 2012, p. 32) which needs to be considered when developing 

L2 proficiency tests. 

2.5  Summary: L2 proficiency construct in the dissertation 

The literature review of different approaches to define L2 proficiency has exemplified 

that all educational models of L2 proficiency and competence (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 

1980; Canale & Swain, 1980) include vocabulary, syntax, and phonology/graphology as 
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core components thereof. However, in the componential view of CLA and L2 

proficiency, there is a lack of acknowledgement of the importance of processing skills. 

Psycholinguistic research, and in particular several studies conducted by Hulstijn and his 

colleagues (e.g., De Jong et al., 2012; Hulstijn et al., 2012), have clearly demonstrated the 

importance of automatic processing in predicting successful speaking performance for 

learners of different levels of proficiency. 

Since linguistic knowledge of phonology, grammar and vocabulary in 

combination with processing skills alone can predict a large percent of variance in 

communicative language production, I suggest that if one decides to use a short-cut 

measure of L2 oral proficiency, it is important to come up with a format that would elicit 

both linguistic knowledge as well as the ability to use it automatically in perception or 

production. In order to differentiate this type of L2 oral proficiency, which I will call 

oracy, from the more educational and functional conceptualizations of L2 oral 

proficiency, I suggest the following hierarchy of terms. 

Oracy, similar to Oller’s (1979) pragmatic expectancy grammar and Hulstijn’s 

basic language cognition, is the type of proficiency that I will define as learners’ 

knowledge of core vocabulary, grammar, and phonology in combination with 

automated ability for their use in L2 oral perception and production at the sentence 

level. Though this oracy construct is similar to Hulstijn's construct of BLC, oracy is not 

restricted to lower language cognition only and I will not question whether non-native 

speakers can achieve native-like levels of oracy. Previous research (De Jong et al., 2012; 

Hulstijn et al., 2012) has shown that oracy can to a large extent predict learners’ 
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functional L2 oral proficiency that is usually assessed in standardized language tests that 

require students to complete a number of performance-based tasks.  

L2 oral proficiency can be defined as the ability to perform communicative tasks 

in a number of content areas in which language can be used to a certain degree of 

accuracy, using speaking and listening skills. It obviously extends the use of the language 

above the level of a single sentence. Finally, communicative language ability is the 

widest construct which relates to the real-life use of the language outside the test situation 

and can be predicted by L2 proficiency tests.  

Figure 4 exemplifies the relationships between different language proficiency 

constructs. As can be seen from Figure 4, oracy is an obligatory component of both L2 

oral proficiency and Communicative Language Ability. However, the three terms should 

not be used interchangeably to avoid construct underrepresentation and construct-

irrelevant variance. 
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Figure 4. Hierarchy of L2 proficiency constructs 
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CHAPTER 3: ELICITED IMITATION 

Elicited Imitation was originally used in the fields of first language acquisition (e.g., Lust 

et al., 1996; Slobin & Welch, 1973) and bilingualism (Radloff, 1991), though it was 

introduced in SLA research as early as the mid-1970s (e.g., Hamayan, Saegert, & 

Laraudee, 1977; Hameyer, 1980; Naiman, 1974; Savignon, 1982). In SLA research, EITs 

have been employed as a measure of several theoretical constructs: learners’ global L2 

proficiency (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994), implicit L2 knowledge (Erlam, 2006; 

Verhagen, 2011), and L2 oral proficiency (Jessop, Suzuki, & Tomita, 2007; Naiman, 

1974; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014; Wu & Ortega, 2013). A number of Elicited Imitation 

Tests have been developed for English, Spanish, Japanese, German, Chinese, 

Vietnamese, and French. Lately, several researchers have investigated the possible use of 

EI as an adaptive language proficiency test (Christensen, Hendrickson, & Lonsdale, 

2010; Hendrickson, Scholz, Spurling, Johnson, & Vandenburg, 2010). Others have 

investigated the opportunities for automatic scoring in EITs in a number of languages 

(Bernstein, 2010; 2014; Cook, McGhee, & Lonsdale, 2011; Graham, Lonsdale, 

Kennington, Johnson, & McGhee, 2008; Van Moere, 2012). Most recently, Gaillard 

(2014) in her dissertation explored the possibility of implementation of a French EIT as a 

component of a language placement test. 

There are several reasons why EI is increasingly becoming a widely used test 

format in the SLA field. First, this format taps into the ability of the automatic use of core 

language knowledge, in particular grammar, vocabulary, and phonology, and is able to 

assess this ability within a short period of time. Thus, the test does not take much time to 
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implement. Second, it offers a practical proxy measure of L2 oral proficiency and is 

especially valuable for the languages where standardized tests do not exist, are costly, or 

take much time to administer. Third, this test format gives researchers a high degree of 

control over administration and analysis in comparison to Oral Interviews in which 

irrelevant variance can be introduced by the interviewer. Fourth, participants’ language 

proficiency is measured independently of literacy skills and can thus be administered 

with adults, children, and low- or non-literate learner populations. Therefore, it directly 

meets the needs of SLA research which is still heavily oriented towards investigation of 

learners’ oral skills (Byrnes & Manchón, 2014). Last but not least, if it is made widely 

available and if it has been validated for the corresponding uses and interpretations, it can 

be used by a large number of researchers for free and without having to conduct a 

validation study in order to justify the use of the instrument for the same uses and 

interpretations. The use of the same instrument can thus potentially enable much called-

for generalizability across SLA studies. Though the current dissertation does not directly 

investigate this claim it, nevertheless, makes the first step in the realization of this 

longitudinal endeavor.  

This chapter reviews previous research on Elicited Imitation in the SLA field. I 

start with a description of the test format followed by an overview of decisions test 

developers need to make about different aspects of EIT design, namely number of items 

to be used and their lengths, inclusion of ungrammatical sentences, controlling 

participants’ focus on form, and scoring procedures. I continue by reviewing the studies 

that validated EIT as a measure of three constructs most relevant for the dissertation 

study: communicative language ability, learners’ implicit L2 knowledge of specific 
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structures, and global (oral) L2 proficiency. Finally, I specify the oracy construct that, in 

my opinion, most accurately captures the construct measured by the EIT and relate it to 

other L2 proficiency discussed in Chapter 2. 

3.1  How does the Elicited Imitation Test (EIT) work? 

EI is a technique that requires participants to listen to a stimulus and then repeat it as 

exactly as possible. An Elicited Imitation Test usually consists of numerous stimuli, 

varying in number of syllables and featuring a range of grammatical structures. 

Traditionally, EITs were designed to measure learners’ knowledge of precise 

grammatical features (e.g., Gallimore & Tharp 1981; Hamayan et al., 1977; Munnich, 

Flynn, & Martohardjono, 1994) since this format can provide accurate representations of 

a learner’s interlanguage system. The claim is that, in order for the learner to be able to 

correctly imitate the target language structure, the structure must be part of the learner’s 

interlanguage system. The theoretical rationale behind EI as a measure of language 

ability is that learners can only accurately imitate sentences they have comprehended and 

parsed through their developing grammars (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994). Slobin and 

Welsh (1973) suggested that “sentence recognition and imitation are filtered through the 

individual’s productive linguistic systems” (p. 496). According to these views, Elicited 

Imitation is reconstructive in nature (Lust et al., 1987), in other words a person hears a 

sentence, processes the stimulus and, to the extent she/he understands the sentence, 

reconstructs its meaning using their own grammar. The elicited utterance is thus argued 

to reveal the extent to which a test taker is able to modify the stimulus into an internal 

grammar (Munnich et al., 1994). 

 According to Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994, p. 247), Elicited Imitation 
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involves both the language-processing system and the memory system, including several 

steps: 

1. The Speech comprehensions system: The subject hears the input and processes it, 

forming a representation. 

2. Representation: The resulting representation includes information at various levels.  

3. Memory: The presentation must be kept in short-term memory. 

4. The Speech production system: The subject formulates a sentence based on the 

accessed representation. (There may also be monitoring of the phonetic plan, 

comparing it to the model.) 

Figure 5 shows the processes involved in the Elicited Imitation. It includes the steps 

identified by Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994) and is extended with the processes 

identified by Levelt (1989) as discussed in Chapter 2.  
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Figure 5. Processes involved in Elicited Imitation 

In an EI task a learner receives some input which can differ in pace, clarity, complexity, 

and length. The first task is thus to process this input, comprehend the meaning, and form 

a representation which is then kept in short-term memory. In an EI task the formed 

representation, or more precisely its meaning, corresponds to Levelt’s (1989) 

conceptualizer. In other words, the understood meaning is what a test-taker wants to 

Processing of input/Comprehension 
•  Recognizing words 
•  Comprehending meaning 
•  Formation of representation on several 

levels 
•  Keeping information in short-term 

memory 

Processing of output 
•  Conceptualization (accessing 

representation) 
•  Formulation: 

•  translating the conceptual representation 
into a linguistic form 

•  lexicalization (words that speaker wants 
to say are selected) 

•  syntactic planning (words are put together 
to form a sentence) 

•  detailed phonetic and articulatory 
planning 

•  phonological encoding, where words are 
turned into sounds 

Performance 
•  Articulation: 

•  retrieval of chunks of internal speech from 
buffer 

•  motor execution 
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repeat back. 

 Processing of an output also includes several processes that all run simultaneously. 

In this stage, the meaning of the utterance is run through the formulator, where the test-

taker’s system of grammatical rules is applied. As mentioned in the previous chapter, a 

native speaker automatically produces representation of the input and output without 

short-term memory being involved. In the case of a non-native speaker, depending on 

learner’s proficiency, processing of output might place an amount of load on working 

memory (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994). In this case L2 learners will have less 

memory available for the EI task, and therefore they will perform lower on the test. 

However, as proficiency increases and processing becomes more automatized, imitation 

accuracy also improves. 

 Finally, in the articulation phase, a test-taker produces the sentence and this 

performance is believed to represent their interlanguage. This is done across a number of 

sentences, and the patterns are then taken to represent interlanguage level or ability, not 

just one item tests. 

3.2  Concerns about the Elicited Imitation format 

Several concerns have been raised about using EI, primary among those related to the 

issue of ‘parroting’. In particular, it has been questioned whether comprehension of the 

stimuli actually takes place and is necessary during EI or if L2 speakers just imitate or 

‘parrot’ a string of sounds (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994; Vinther, 2002). 

Erlam (2006) summarized three types of evidence that support the assumptions 

that in Elicited Imitation Tests learners have to first process language stimuli in order to 

repeat correctly what they have heard. First, the size of working memory depends on the 
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accumulated knowledge that learners already have (Baddeley, Gathercole, & Papagno, 

1998). If the target sentence is too short, it can be stored in working memory and actual 

comprehension is not necessary. However, if the target sentence is long enough to exceed 

working memory capacity, a learner would be able to accurately repeat the sentence only 

if he or she has grammatically parsed and decoded the message and formed a mental 

representation of it. Such a conclusion is also supported by research looking at the 

relationship between auditory memory and success on an EI task (Scott, 1994). Scott 

found that success in repeating Spanish words, as wells as longer word bundles like 

phrases and sentences was greater for bilingual participants, who had some knowledge of 

Spanish, than for participants who did not have it and consequently were unable to use 

meaning to support memorization. 

Second, it has been observed that learners are able to remember the meaning of 

the target sentence longer than its form (Potter & Lombardi, 1990; Sachs, 1967). Even 

when learners are not able to quickly repeat the correct form, they are still able to 

reformulate the target sentence using another form. For this, of course, they would have 

had to comprehend the target sentence in first place. 

Finally, the third source of evidence that learners actually have to comprehend the 

sentence before they reproduce it comes from studies which showed that learners tend to 

automatically and spontaneously correct grammatically incorrect sentences (Hamayan et 

al., 1977; Markman, Spilka, & Tucker, 1975; Munnich et al., 1994). If the learners did 

not pay attention to the meaning or form and just ‘parroted’ the sentences they heard, 

they would not have corrected the ungrammatical forms. 
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To avoid the possibility of a parroting effect different studies have used stimuli of 

different lengths. For example, Ortega et al. (2002) used stimuli between 7 and 19 

syllables; however, they determined a band of 10 to 17 syllables to have the best 

discriminating ability for the participants in their learning samples. This decision was 

based on the reanalysis by Ortega (1997) of data from 112 subjects in Scott (1989, 1994), 

which revealed the following: 

• 8-syllable items discriminated well between L2 grammatical 

processing abilities and pure repetition strategies; 

• 10-syllable items were too difficult to repeat without accessing 

grammatical processing; 

• 8- to 14-syllable items can be expected to be repeated with a minimum 

of 50% accuracy by mixed proficiency and mixed short-term memory 

capacity learners; 

• most L2 learners reached their ceiling with 18-syllable items or longer. 

(Ortega et al., 2002, n.p.) 

Some researchers have developed and investigated EITs including up to more than 30 

syllables. For example, Thompson (2013) used Spanish utterances in the syllable range 

between 7 and 34 syllables and Burdis (2014) used Russian utterances up to 30 syllables, 

explaining this by the fact that in comparison to English words, Russian words are longer 

(have more syllables) than the same words with the equivalent number of morphemes in 

English. 

Though it remains open to further investigation what the largest number of 

syllables should be used in the EIT to elicit a wide range of L2 proficiency levels 
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(including Superior and Distinguished), and if the number of syllables should be the same 

across languages, it seems clear that the least number of items that should be used to 

prevent parroting is seven. 

3.3  Types of Elicited Imitation Tests 

Various formats and types of the Elicited Imitation Tests have been used to elicit 

students’ language performances. So far EITs have differed in terms of the number of 

stimuli, inclusion of grammatical and ungrammatical sentences, control of participants’ 

focus on meaning, as well as different amount of time given to students to repeat the 

sentence. In some cases the choice has been justified by researchers, and in others it was 

not. 

For example, Burger and Chrétien (2001) used an EIT that consisted of 14 

grammatical sentences which together formed a coherent text. Each sentence ranged from 

12-15 syllables and was scored globally as either 0 or 1 for exact repetition.  

In order to capture aspects of learners’ implicit knowledge of specific structures, 

Ellis (2005, 2009) and Erlam (2006) developed an EIT that required test takers to focus 

attention on the meaning of the utterance before repeating it. In order to maximize focus 

on form, the researchers called the test a ‘Beliefs Questionnaire’ and asked participants to 

give their opinion about each stimulus, specifically on whether they felt the statement 

was true, not true, or if they were not sure. Some of the sentences that test takers were 

presented were grammatical and others were ungrammatical. The employed EIT 

consisted of 34 statements and 44 items testing for participants’ ability to repeat and 

correct statements. In 27 of these, the target structures were grammatically correct and in 

17 grammatically incorrect. The statements varied between 8 and 18 syllables in length, 
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with the mean length being 13.53 syllables. However, no connection was made between 

the length of the stimuli and the level of learner’s implicit knowledge of specific 

structures, as it was in the EITs designed to measure learners’ L2 proficiency5. The idea 

is that the “implicit” EITs were designed to measure knowledge of specific grammatical 

structures, which is very different from EITs that sample stimuli in order to estimate a 

broad range of proficiency levels. 

EITs developed by Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) also used only grammatical 

sentences but their tests consisted of 30 independent sentences of different lengths 

ranging from 7 to 19 syllables that were not connected into a coherent text. The response 

time given to participants was calculated in terms of articulation time it took to repeat 

back each of the increasingly longer sentences, plus a bit of extra delay in case 

participants hesitated or self-corrected. This gave participants a chance to repair their 

performance which the researchers assumed provided them with valuable information 

about learners’ competence. 

Following the same principles, Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) developed a French 

version and Wu and Ortega (2013) developed a Chinese version of the EI instrument that 

included 30 test sentences ranging from 7 to 19 syllables. As with the other EIT L2 

versions developed by Ortega et al. (1999, 2002), all sentences were grammatical, a 

variety of grammatical structures were targeted, and frequent vocabulary was used. 

However, following Bowden (2007), two changes were made in regard to timing: (a) a 2-

second pause was inserted after each stimulus as well as a 0.5 second beep signaling 

                                                

5 Thank you to Dr. Lourdes Ortega who pointed out this issue. 
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when the repetition should start; (b) the length of response time was based on the time it 

took the native speaker to speak the sentence plus extra time depending on the number of 

syllables. 

In her dissertation Gaillard (2014) used the software E-Prime for administering 

the EIT in French. Her test consisted of 50 items with a range of 8 to 32 syllables. The 

researcher included an additional feature in the administration of her test, which differs 

from previous EIT studies. In particular, to avoid putting her learners under too much 

stress, she gave her participants an opportunity to choose when they were ready to listen 

to the next sentence by pressing the space bar. Thus, if they needed to take a pause before 

listening to the next sentence, they could do that. However, by doing that, a lot of 

possible variance can be introduced that one actually tries to control by using EITs over, 

for example, Oral Interviews.  

So far no studies investigated how changes in EIT format such as the number of 

items to be used, inclusion of ungrammatical sentences, giving students different amount 

of time to repeat the sentence and so forth might influence students’ task performance. 

Furthermore, there is no agreement on what is the best way to score the elicited 

performances. 

3.4  Scoring procedures 

A further decision that needs to be made during the development of an EIT is how to 

score the elicited sentences. Various approaches have been applied to scoring EIT 

performances: scoring based on the repetition of a certain structure, scoring based on the 

repetition of idea units, scoring that targeted different aspects of learners’ proficiency, 

and finally automatic scoring. 
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Using the scoring procedure based on the repetition of a certain structure, Erlam 

(2006) rated participants’ responses according to three criteria: (a) obligatory occasion 

created – supplied; (b) obligatory occasion created – not supplied; (c) no obligatory 

occasion created. The first criterion describes a response where the participant created an 

obligatory occasion for the use of the target structure and used it correctly irrespective of 

lexical accuracy. The second criterion describes a response where the participant created 

an obligatory occasion for the use of the target structure but used it incorrectly. The third 

category describes the responses where participants did not create an obligatory occasion 

for the use of the target structure because they did not attempt the section of the sentence 

that contained the target structure(s). All responses in the third category were scored as 

incorrect. The rationale behind this approach, as the researcher explained, was a failure to 

create an obligatory occasion for the use of the target structure, which she considered as 

evidence that this structure has not been internalized by the learners. This scoring 

procedure--also used in Bowles (2011), Ellis (2005, 2009), Suzuki and DeKeyser (in 

press) and other studies that inestigated the validity of the EIT as a measure of implicit 

knowledge of specific structures--was chosen because of the fact that the implicit 

knowledge of specific linguistic features was targeted and not the overall knowledge of 

the language. Thus, the rest of the mistakes and the quality of the repetition were not 

taken into account at all, which differentiates this approach to scoring from the scoring 

procedures used in the studies where EIT was claimed to measure L2 (global) oral 

proficiency. 

For example, Ortega et al. (1999, 2002), as well as the follow-up studies by 

Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) and by Wu and Ortega (2013), used a 5-point rating rubric 
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based on the production of idea units. In other words, the score depends on how much 

information a learner was able to repeat: 0 points were given for minimal (one word), 

unintelligible, or no repetition; 1 point was given when half or less of the stimulus was 

repeated; 2 points were given when changes were made to the original sentence in 

content or in form that affected content; 3 points were given for accurate content 

repetition with some (un)grammatical changes; 4 points were given for exact repetition 

and formal accuracy. The advantage of scoring rubric based on the idea units over the 

rubric used by Erlam (2006) is that it gives credit even for a short repetition and thus 

more accurately reflects learners’ interlanguage.  

Gaillard (2014) in her dissertation developed a new rubric that addressed different 

aspects of learners’ proficiency. Namely, six separate rubrics were developed to assess 

meaning, syntax, morphology, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency since they were 

considered important by the test developer for assessing French oral proficiency. For 

each criterion participants’ responses were scored on a 7-point Likert scale. A score of 0 

was given if a test taker did not attempt to repeat the sentence or violated the EIT 

directions by starting before the beep. A score of 6 was awarded if a test taker perfectly 

repeated the model sentence. Scores 1 to score 3 were awarded to the utterance if a 

participant reached up to 50% correct on a particular criterion for the sentence and scores 

4 to score 6 if a participant reached more than 50% and up to 100% on a particular 

criterion. For example, score 2 was awarded on the syntax scale if the oral production 

contained “one/two simple syntactic structure(s) more or less copied from the ones in 

the initial sentence” and score 4 if the oral production contained “some syntactic 

structures more or less copied from the ones in the initial sentence. There is more than 
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one syntactic mistake” (p. 285, bold in the original). Though a use of several scales is 

advantageous for eliciting more specific information about learners’ L2 ability, one of the 

challenges of using several scales, apart from the scoring time, is that it is rather difficult 

to come up with a good description of scales and levels without any overlap. In her study 

Gaillard (2014) found, for example, that the vocabulary and the fluency scales did not 

have well distinguishable descriptors since the fluency scale included some elements of 

the vocabulary scale. Furthermore, one can question if an EIT is appropriate for 

separately eliciting evidence about meaning, syntax, morphology, vocabulary, 

pronunciation, and fluency in the first place. 

Several researchers with a background in computational linguistics have applied 

automatic scoring to rating performances on EITs using different speech recognition 

systems (Bernstein, 2010; Cook et al., 2011; Graham et al., 2008; Van Moere, 2012). Van 

Moere’s (2012) speech recognition system scored for fluency, as well as phonological 

and grammatical accuracy, whereas Cook et al. (2011) used a two-step scoring approach, 

in which the spoken response was first transcribed by the automated scoring rating 

system and then a word error rate was calculated by comparing the transcription to the 

item text. Graham et al. (2008) used an automated speech recognition system to compute 

the number of correctly repeated syllables. They then conducted a validation study of the 

automatic scoring procedure by comparing the automatic ratings to the ratings done by 

two raters using a modified four-point rating scale developed by Chaudron, Prior, and 

Kozok (2005). They found a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.92 between the two 

ratings and suggested that the two methods lead to similar results.  
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Whether and how the different design formats of scoring procedures used across 

studies may affect the reliability and validity of any EIT is currently unknown and in 

need of future research. It is therefore crucial for EIT developers to be explicit about why 

a certain procedure was chosen and justify its use. 

3.5  Sources of difficulty 

One of the rationales of an EIT is to obtain performances of a wide range of ability levels 

which likely necessitates inclusion of items that represent different levels of difficulty. 

The question that needs to be answered in selecting items accordingly is which factors 

actually contribute to item difficulty. 

 Ortega et al. (2002) compared the IRT-derived difficulty of the items across four 

languages: English, German, Spanish, and Japanese. They found that most English items 

were difficult for the EFL population they investigated, since no score of 4 (on the 4-

point scale described above) was awarded for 70% of the items. For German and Spanish, 

all items exhibited scores of 4 by some learners. The types of repetition errors in L2 

German almost exclusively included morphology problems such as marking of gender, 

case, and plural on nouns and adjectives. Sources of difficulty in the L2 Spanish Elicited 

Imitation task were more varied and included morphology but also syntax (e.g., repetition 

of a relative pronoun, subcategorization of verbs). For Japanese, two items did not exhibit 

a score of 4 by any student. However, many students with low SOPI-based ACTFL 

ratings still scored high on many Japanese Elicited Imitation items. The main source of 

difficulty for Japanese learners was morphology (e.g., verb endings and particles). 

Overall, Ortega et al. (2002) concluded that the length of item did predict item difficulty, 

but other factors were also involved. Lexical familiarity and syntactic complexity had a 
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further impact on item difficulty. 

Graham, McGhee, and Millard (2010) found that increasing sentence length, 

while not the only source of difficulty, accounted for 73% of the variance in the EIT 

scores from 81 participants. Similarly, Wu and Ortega (2013) found that syllable length 

explained 74% of the variance in the item scores. They also concluded that syntactic 

complexity (particularly subordination), familiarity with grammatical structures, 

vocabulary familiarity, and semantic value of forms included in the stimuli had an impact 

on item difficulty. Likewise, Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) suggested that apart from the 

length of the stimuli, morphosyntactic complexity could be another source of difficulty. 

They also found that interaction between phonology and syntax, as well as prosody and 

register seemed to influence the difficulty of the items. These researchers suggested that a 

comparison of items across different language versions of this particular EI might 

uncover more language-specific sources of difficulty, including those that may be 

uniquely French. 

Thus, previous studies have demonstrated that the general source of difficulty that 

is applicable to all languages is the length of the utterance. However, each language has 

some features that pose additional possible sources of difficulty. Consequently, it is 

important to include language-related features during the test development. For example, 

subjunctive would be relevant for Spanish where it is used for expressing emotions, hope, 

necessity or obligation, uncertainty or doubt about something, making requests or 

suggestions, etc. but less so for German where it is primarily used for reporting indirect 

speech. Consequently, Spanish EIT test has to include several instances of subjunctive 

and the German one not necessarily unless justified by a concrete test use. 
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3.6  Overview of EIT validation studies 

In this section I review the studies in which an EIT was the focus of investigation. I give 

an overview of studies that validated an EIT as a measure of (1) communicative 

competence, (2) implicit knowledge, and (3) L2 global oral proficiency.  

3.6.1 EIT as a measure of communicative competence 

Hameyer (1980) investigated the manner and the degree of the relation of the EIT in 

German to communicative competence. His basic assumption in using an EIT to assess 

the underlying competence of a language learner was that “a perceived sentence is 

encoded into larger semantic units before storage in short-term memory which are then 

decoded again upon sentence repetition” (p. 14). If semantic and syntactic errors are 

committed in imitation, they are likely to occur in production as well, since they are a 

product of the internalized interim grammar of the learner. In his analysis, Hameyer tried 

to draw a link between the number of types of semantic errors, via the purely imitative 

errors, to the sentence length of a correctly repeated sentence. He proposed that if this 

link can be established, it would be easy for the instructor to identify an incorrectly 

imitated sentence as opposed to analyzing actual semantic errors. His EIT consisted of 

129 sentences of varying propositional structure, including noun phrase expansions, 

verbal phrase expansions, and transformational variants. The subjects were asked to listen 

to the sentence twice, push the pause control, and repeat the target sentence. Therefore, 

there was no limitation in time for repeating the sentence. Hameyer found a “clear-cut 

curvilinear” (p. 18) relationship between the number of imitative errors and the average 

length of the correctly imitated sentences, which in turn correlated with the amount of 

time spent learning German, though the correlations with the latter were not reported. 
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Using a combination of the length of German study, total number of imitative errors, and 

“an element of scientific intuition” (p. 21), Hameyer divided the subjects of his study into 

native, advanced, intermediate, and beginning groups. Group comparisons showed that 

incorrect inflections and incorrect substitutions were the strongest indicators by which to 

distinguish proficiency groups. However, because their analysis was tedious, he 

suggested using the length of correctly imitated sentence as a quick and efficient measure 

of oral competence. Though Hameyer claimed that the developed EIT can be used as 

measure of communicative competence, he did not define what he actually meant by 

communicative or oral competence. The only external validation criterion that was used 

as an indicator or predictor of L2 oral competence was the length of German study. 

Furthermore, since he did not specify what the intended use of the test was, it is difficult 

to use the evidence he provided in the article for making claims about the instrument as a 

measure of oral comeptence. Therefore, this study presents an example of a very 

inaccurate test score interpretation without providing any necessary evidence needed to 

justify the claim. 

3.6.2  EIT as a measure of implicit knowledge of particular structures 

The first researcher in the SLA field who claimed that the EIT format measures implicit 

knowledge of specific structures was Rod Ellis. His EIT was created in the Marsden 

project that aimed to develop measures of second language explicit and implicit 

knowledge and identify the relative contribution of these two types of knowledge to 

general language proficiency (Ellis, 2009). In his study, Ellis (2005) administered the 

English EIT along with several measures of implicit and explicit knowledge, namely (1) 

an oral narration test, (2) a timed grammaticality judgment test (GJT), (3) an untimed 
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GJT with the same content, and (4) a metalinguistic knowledge test to 20 native speakers 

of English and 91 learners of L2 English of different proficiency levels measured by the 

International English Language Testing System (IELTS) test. All five tests examined the 

same 17 English grammatical structures. Ellis conducted principal component factor 

analysis which showed that the scores from the EIT, an oral narration test, and the timed 

GJT loaded on factor 1, whereas the scores from the untimed GJT and total scores from 

the metalinguistic knowledge test loaded on Factor 2. He interpreted factor 1 as 

corresponding to implicit knowledge and factor 2 as corresponding to explicit knowledge. 

Bowles (2011) conducted a similar study in order to validate that the battery of 

tests reported in Ellis (2005) indeed provides separate measures of implicit and explicit 

language knowledge of particular structures. To do this, she developed and administered 

an EIT in Spanish to Spanish NSs, L2 learners, and heritage learners (N = 30). Like Ellis 

(2005), the tests in her study were designed to provide measures of the learners’ 

knowledge of 17 different grammatical structures. Her results confirmed the findings in 

Ellis (2005). Furthermore, she found as expected that heritage learners scored better on 

the measures of implicit knowledge, including the EIT, whereas L2 learners scored better 

on the measures of explicit knowledge. She interpreted this finding as further evidence 

that the EIT measures implicit knowledge, since heritage learners, who acquired Spanish 

in a natural setting but received less than 2 years of formal instruction, were predicted to 

score lower on tests of explicit knowledge and higher on tests of implicit knowledge. 

Erlam (2006) explored EIT in English as a measure of implicit knowledge in 

connection with other measures of language proficiency. Among other things, she 

investigated the relationship between participants’ performance on the EIT and their 
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performance on other ‘time-pressured’ tests of L2 language use, such as an oral narrative 

task, as well as listening and speaking components of the IELTS test. In the oral task 

participants were given a short story to read which was ‘seeded’ (p. 480) with seven 

target structures, comprising a subset of the 17 structures included in the Elicited 

Imitation task. For each target structure used in the narrative task, participants were 

scored for the number of correct cases of use out of the total obligatory occasions that 

they created for use of that particular structure. Erlam found a significant correlation (r = 

0.48) between the L2 learners’ overall scores on the EIT and the scores on the timed oral 

narrative task. Correlations of the EIT with IELTS scores available for forty participants 

were found to be high for the overall IELTS scores (r = 0.76) but differed between the 

skills: correlations were moderately high with scores on the IELTS speaking test (r = 

0.67) and scores on the listening test (r = 0.72) but only moderate for the reading (r = 

0.51) and writing (r = 0.46) sections of the test. Erlam concluded that these correlations 

suggest that the EIT they developed may be accessing implicit language knowledge. 

Erlam (2006) also noted that the EIT is “a more practical alternative to communicative 

tests of free language production in that it allows for the testing of learners’ knowledge of 

specific language structures” (p. 467). However, the test was initially claimed to be used 

as a measure of implicit knowledge and not free language production. 

One of the latest validation studies of the EIT as a measure of implicit knowledge 

was conducted by Suzuki and DeKeyser (in press), who sought to challenge its validity as 

a measure of implicit knowledge by investigating to what extent the online error 

detection of ungrammatical items and the subsequent sentence repetition draw on implicit 

knowledge. They developed a Japanese EIT that targeted five Japanese particles which 
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present a considerable challenge to Japanese L2 learners, and they included a built-in 

word-monitoring component for assessing online detection during listening. Like in many 

other studies that claimed the EIT to be a measure of implicit knowledge, they also 

included a beliefs questionnaire and ungrammatical sentences, and they did not increase 

the length of the items. Suzuki and DeKeyser (in press) administered the EIT to 63 

advanced L1 Chinese learners of Japanese along with a metalinguistic knowledge test and 

a probabilistic Serial Reaction Time task as a measure of aptitude for implicit learning. 

Since the EIT correlated positively with the measure of metalinguistic knowledge and 

showed no relation with the Serial Reaction Time, whereas the word-monitoring 

performance was not related to metalinguistic knowledge but correlated positively with 

the Serial Reaction Time scores only among L2 speakers with longer lengths of 

residence, they concluded that EITs may measure automatized explicit knowledge 

whereas online error detection is a more accurate measure of implicit knowledge. This 

study clearly casts doubts on whether EIT actually measures the implicit knowledge 

construct. 

3.6.3 EIT as a measure of global oral language proficiency 

Validation studies that investigated EIT as a measure of global oral language proficiency 

have adopted a very different research design. Historically there have been two big 

strands in validating EITs as a measure of L2 global oral proficiency. In the earlier 

studies, Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994) and Ortega et al. (1999, 2002), Elicited 

Imitation Tests were claimed to measure global language proficiency, whereas in the 

most recent studies, Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) and Wu and Ortega (2014), EITs were 
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claimed to measure L2 oral proficicency defined as the learners’ basic language 

cognition. Sections 3.6.3.1 and 3.6.3.3 present an overview of these studies. 

3.6.3.1 EIT as a measure of global language proficiency 

Chaudron and Russel (1990) referred to in Bley-Vroman and Chaudron (1994) reviewed 

the general relationship between performance on the EIT and different measures of global 

language proficiency in a number of studies that investigated both L1 and L2 (Call, 1985; 

Carrow, 1974; Clay, 1971; Connel & Myles-Zitzer, 1982; Dailey & Boxx, 1979; 

Gallimore & Tharp, 1981; Henning, 1983; Hood & Lightbown, 1978; Lee, 1974; 

Naiman, 1974; Newcomer & Hammill, 1977; Perkins, Brutten, & Angelis, 1986). In the 

studies reviewed, researchers found “primarily general correlations between EI 

performance and various other measures of production in learners, with little relationship 

found between specific structural aspects and performance” (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 

1994, p. 252). They concluded that when a large battery of sentence types and lengths are 

presented, the subject’s performance can be scaled on a continuum of development and 

that individual items bear some relationship to language development as well. 

Unfortunately, the authors did not define what they mean by global L2 proficiency and 

which components it consists of. 

Another example of using EIT as a measure of global proficiency was the study 

by Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) that investigated among other questions the usefulness of 

parallel Elicited Imitation Tests as a measure of global proficiency for conducting 

crosslinguistic research. The study was conducted in four different target languages in 

three different countries: with L2 English learners in Japan (N = 39), L2 German learners 

in Australia (N = 28), L2 Japanese (N = 33) and L2 Spanish (N = 28) learners in the US, 
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and investigated different types of validity. First, they sought evidence of how well each 

of the parallel Elicited Imitation Tests discriminated between two distinct high and low 

proficiency groups in the four different L2 learner college-level populations, determined 

by instructional level and TOEFL scores (for the L2 English group). Patterns in 

descriptive statistics indicated that there was a mean difference between the groups; 

however, there was some overlap between the scores, suggesting that EIT scores may be 

a more reliable indicator of learner abilities than the instructional level. Second, they 

investigated the relationship between EIT scores and other indicators of L2 proficiency 

(e.g., TOEFL scores, SOPI-based ACTFL ratings, self-assessment ratings) collected for 

each L2 learner group. Correlations ranged from 0.47 (English) to 0.76 (German) 

between EIT scores and self-assessment scores, and from 0.49 (English) to 0.88 

(Spanish) between EIT scores and students’ scores on standardized tests of L2 oral 

proficiency.  

Ortega et al. (2002) concluded that the EIT data produced high reliability, good 

discrimination, and concurrent validity for each individual EIT. They also noted that the 

complexity of doing crosslinguistic research comes not only from the challenge of 

addressing language-specific differences and establishing crosslinguistic comparability in 

elicitation and analyses. The researchers emphasized that one also needs to take into 

account differences in populations and settings. In other words, good sampling strategies 

and thorough understanding of the learning contexts are also vital to good crosslinguistic 

research. 
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3.6.2.2 EIT as a measure of L2 oral proficiency 

A more recent study that claimed that EIT can be used as a measure of L2 oral (but not 

global) proficiency was the study by Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) that investigated 

whether learners’ scores on the French EIT exhibit any meaningful relationship to several 

indices of oral language proficiency. Their definition of oral proficiency was based on 

Hulstijn’s (2007, 2011) construct of basic language cognition, which is restricted to the 

processing of oral language (listening and speaking) utterances containing high-

frequency lexical, grammatical, phonotactic, and prosodic elements. They investigated if 

there is any relationship between students’ performance on the French EIT and (a) the 

lexical diversity students demonstrated in productive oral and written tasks, (b) their 

vocabulary knowledge as measured by a vocabulary test, (c) their speech rate on an oral 

retell of a picture-based narrative, and (d) university end-of-year marks. 

Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) found statistically significant and relatively large 

positive correlations between the EI scores and end-of-year grades (r = 0.78), lexical 

diversity in the oral interview data (r = 0.62), and speech rate on the oral picture-based 

narrative (r = 0.67). These correlations provide evidence that the EI test yields scores that 

can be used as a short-cut for the measurement of the participants’ French L2 speaking 

proficiency. Non-significant and low correlations were found between EI scores and 

lexical diversity in written essays (r = 0.32) and scores for Meara and Milton’s (2003) 

vocabulary test (r = 0.12). This is a kind of discriminant validity, therefore one would not 

expect very high correlations in different modalities and on relatively unrelated 

constructs. 
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The researchers concluded that since lexical diversity measure on the oral task 

correlated well with the EIT and with speech rate, it can serve as a type of criterion-

related validity evidence for the EI as a measure of oral proficiency. Furthermore, since 

these three scores were found to be the highest predictors of students’ grades, researchers 

concluded that “EI taps into something that is close to the kind of proficiency 

development that we would want to predict in the instructed setting” (p.160). The other 

important finding is that the writing measures did not correlate highly with the EI test 

which suggests that these measures test unrelated constructs. 

The advantage of this study was that Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) used a wide 

range of criterion-related measures, four of them being objective in nature, in addition to 

holistic measures such as those used in the Ortega et al. (2002) study. At the same time, 

although their analyses demonstrated a high reliability of the French Elicited Imitation 

Test and high correlations with a number of criterion measures, one needs to treat the 

findings with caution since the study included only 29 participants who were recruited 

from the same curricular level. 

Wu and Ortega (2013) reported on the development of an EIT for Chinese as a 

measure of global oral proficiency. Like Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) they used Hulstijn’s 

(2007, 2011) definition of proficiency; in particular they defined proficiency as “learners’ 

knowledge and automated ability for use of core vocabulary and grammar delivered with 

reasonably intelligible pronunciation and fluency” (p. 681). They analyzed the EIT 

performance of 80 Chinese speakers enrolled into lower and higher level Chinese 

courses, 40 of them being L2 learners of Chinese and 40 heritage learners of Chinese, and 

found out that the test differentiated reliably between the students of lower and higher 
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level of proficiency, as well as between heritage and L2 learners. In order to establish the 

validity of the Chinese EIT as a research tool that can gauge global oral proficiency, the 

Elicited Imitation performances were compared to CAF measures extracted from an 

independent oral narrative task also elicited from the same participants. Specifically they 

looked at the number of clauses, number of motion clauses, and number of motion verb 

types. They found moderate correlations (from r  = 0.48 to r = 0.53) between these 

measures and scores on the EIT. Wu and Ortega (2013) concluded that the higher 

participants’ EIT scores were, the better an L2 Chinese learner produced 

“communicatively adequate speech that was delivered smoothly, as measured by the 

number of clauses; the more capable he or she was of fully describing the different 

motion events depicted in the picture story, as measured by the number of motion 

clauses; and the better he or she tended to be at using richer and more diversified 

vocabulary in the target language, as measured by the number of motion verbs” (p. 692). 

Wu and Ortega (2013) was the first study that included heritage learners as an 

explicit design feature in the EIT research. Furthermore, they employed a new set of 

objective measures that could shed more light on the construct measured by an EIT. One 

critical observation that can be made regarding this study, as the researchers themselves 

suggest in their limitations, is that the oral task they used could have had an influence on 

students’ L2 performance. In particular, the task could have been difficult for low-level 

students but easy for high-level students. It would therefore be useful in future research to 

use a range of tasks that could elicit language performance at different proficiency levels. 



 69 

3.7  Summary 

The studies discussed above clearly demonstrate a growing interest of SLA researchers in 

the use of EIT as a practical and efficient instrument to measure L2 proficiency. Thereby, 

a good amount of evidence has been accumulated regarding the ability of the Elicited 

Imitation instrument to tap into different aspects of the L2 proficiency construct. 

Furthermore, researchers have explored a variety of criteria to validate the developed 

tests, providing new evidence about the EIT as a means to assess L2 proficiency. The 

literature review has also revealed certain areas where further research is needed. The 

following patterns can be observed from the studies reviewed above. 

First, as discussed in the previous section, EIT has been claimed to measure a 

number of constructs related to L2 proficiency that seem to be inter-related and 

somewhat overlapping: global language proficiency, implicit knowledge, basic language 

cognition, oral proficiency, and even communicative competence. Thereby, researchers 

have tended to use a rather narrow definition of L2 proficiency in SLA research and they 

acknowledge that EIT is insufficient to characterize functional oral L2 proficiency in a 

language. However, they continue using the term oral proficiency as the primary 

construct interpretation, which often implies a different meaning in L2 pedagogy or 

educational assessment than it does in SLA research without explicitly relating their 

construct of L2 proficiency to the existing ones.  

Since for each validation study it is important to explicitly state what the test 

claims to measure, I first define the oracy construct that I claim to be the construct that 

the EIT taps into and then specify the relationship of oracy to other L2 proficiency 

constructs discussed in Chapter 2.  
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Oracy, in previous EIT studies similar to global language proficiency (Chaudron 

& Russel, 1990; Ortega et al., 1999, 2002) and Basic Language Cognition (Tracy-

Ventura et al., 2014; Wu & Ortega, 2013), is the type of proficiency that is measured by 

the Elicited Imitation format and is defined here as learners’ knowledge of core 

vocabulary, grammar, and phonology in combination with automated ability for 

their use in L2 oral perception and production at the sentence level. I argue for not 

using the term global language proficiency since it does not reflect the mode of 

communication (i.e., whether it is oral or written proficiency) and the levels of L2 

proficiency in the written and oral mode can vary within the same learner, especially in 

learners of unbalanced proficiency profiles, such as heritage learners. Furthermore, since 

the construct of Basic Language Cognition as described in section (2.3.2) was developed 

to test certain SLA hypotheses that are not pedagogically oriented and that might not be 

adequately measured by an EIT, I argue for the use of the term oracy when talking about 

the construct of L2 proficiency that EIT can assess. 

Previous research has shown that learners’ knowledge of core vocabulary, 

grammar, and phonology in combination with automated ability (i.e., oracy) correlate 

significantly with learners’ functional L2 proficiency in speaking and listening (Erlam, 

2006; Ortega et al., 1999, 2002; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014; Wu & Ortega, 2013). 

Speaking and listening skills are usually assessed in standardized language tests such as 

OPI, IELTS, TOEFL iBT, and so forth that require students to complete a number of 

performance-based tasks. High correlations found in the studies between the EIT and 

listening and speaking tasks do show that the relationship between the tests involve 

dependence. However, correlational analyses used in these studies cannot justify the 
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claims the researchers make on the basis of the EIT scores, in which they interpret EIT 

scores as a valid measure of functional oral proficiency, and evem communicative 

competence. These are the examples of construct underrepresentation, which indicates 

the “degree to which a test fails to capture important aspects of the construct (AERA, 

APA, & NCME, 1999, p.10). In other words, EITs in these examples claim to measure 

much broader constructs that they actually do and based only on correlational analyses. 

Thus, I suggest using the term oracy instead of oral proficiency in order to make accurate 

claims about the construct that an EIT can measure. Therefore, on the one hand, the 

definition will include the oral mode that researchers want to emphasize, but on the other 

it will not warrant the use of a test as a measure of oral proficiency beyond the SLA field 

and consequently avoid potential negative washback on L2 pedagogy or educational 

policy. 

The second area that is in need of careful consideration deals with the EIT design 

manipulations. Though research has demonstrated a progressively more fine-grained 

treatment of test design, many questions are still open regarding how EIT design 

manipulations can influence test results. In particular, in some previous studies, no inter-

rater reliability or agreement was measured or reported on. It was implicitly assumed that 

the developed rubrics used for scoring EIT performances functioned well. Even though 

there was detailed information with examples on what each score means, some studies 

did not mention the fact that raters could have used the scoring rubric not in a way the 

researchers intended it to be used (Kane, 2006). Arguably, it is less crucial to be reported 

on when one researcher uses a test only for a single study. However, if the idea is to 

develop a test that can be used by researchers in several studies across educational 
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settings, it is necessary to investigate the appropriateness of the scoring rubric and its 

application. 

Third, participants from previous studies came either from the same institutional 

level or from two proficiency groups (low versus high) and thus the studies focused only 

on selected samples of the possible language learner populations. However, in order to 

enable generalizations across educational settings, it is important for a validation study to 

recruit participants from a wide range of proficiency levels who represent different 

institutions and L2 programs in different educational settings. 

Arguably, there are no right or wrong answers about how to overcome these 

limitations in general. Since the decisions made about each aspect of the test 

development, specification, or administration are directly connected to the test use 

(Norris, 2008) and the claims one makes on the basis of the test scores, all of these should 

be subject to validation as addressed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4: VALIDITY EVALUATION 

According to the International Language Testing Association (ILTA), one of the three 

basic considerations for good testing practice in all situations, independent of test use or 

context, is for test developers to “provide information which allows valid inferences to be 

made. Validity refers to the accuracy of the inferences and uses that are made on the basis 

of the test scores. If, for example, the test purports to be measuring the ability to use 

English in business communication, the inferences based on the test score are valid to the 

degree that the test does in fact measure that ability” (ILTA Guidelines for practice, 2007, 

p. 1). Since SLA researchers use tests to make different kinds of claims, it is very 

important to evaluate these claims thereby providing evidence for their justification and 

accuracy. 

This section briefly reviews the history of approaches to validity 

conceptualization and investigation and introduces the argument-based approach that is 

applied in the practical part of the dissertation for validating the Elicited Imitation Test 

for Russian. 

4.1  Earlier conceptualizations of validity (Trinity model) 

The current understanding of validity evaluation and its methodology is not possible 

without looking at the main milestones of conceptual and methodological development of 

the notion of test validity. Through the 1970s, validation practices in educational 

measurement in general and language testing in particular were based of the trinity view 

of validity, with the criterion, content, and construct models considered as different types 

of validity, which could be applied as needed. In the following three subsections I give a 

brief overview of each of the three models. 
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4.1.1  Criterion model 

According to the early definitions (between 1920 and 1950), a test was considered valid 

“for anything with which it correlated” (Guilford, 1946, p. 429). Thus, criterion-related 

validity was at the core of any test validation effort. Two types of criterion-related 

validity were differentiated: concurrent and predictive. Concurrent validity studies use 

test scores on a criterion measure obtained at the same time as the test scores with the 

goal to validate an alternative measure that would be cheaper, more practical, or safer 

than the criterion. Predictive validity studies use some measure of future performance 

(e.g., performance on the job or in college) to predict testees’ future behaviors in a certain 

domain. The essential condition of conducting a criterion-related validity study is 

availability of a good criterion measure. The main advantage of the criterion model is that 

it is clearly relevant for the plausibility of the proposed interpretations and uses. For 

example, if the proposed interpretation claims that higher scores on a vocabulary test can 

predict better performance in a reading comprehension test, it would certainly be 

reasonable to check this assumption by analyzing students’ performance on both tests. 

The main challenge with the criterion model is that in some cases it is very 

difficult to obtain a satisfactory criterion. Furthermore, as soon as one starts to question 

this criterion, all other tests validated in relation to it become questionable, too. Thus, for 

example, if a local placement test was validated using some standardized test and the 

validity of the criterion test was questioned later on, the validity of the placement test is 

also questioned. However, probably the biggest challenge of using this approach is that it 

does not explain how to validate the original criterion in the first place. At some point a 
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criterion needs to have been validated with any other criterion available which suggests 

the fundamentally circular nature of the approach. 

4.1.2  Content model 

Content validity, most often associated with the history of academic achievement testing 

(Shepard, 1993) evaluates whether the tasks or items in the test adequately sample the 

intended domain as an estimate of the overall level of skill in that activity. This approach 

tends to work especially well for tests of specific skills or bodies of knowledge. For 

example, using expert judgments in pilot testing can help to demonstrate how 

representative the content of a test is in comparison to the domain that is being 

referenced. However, the content model is rather problematic when used to argue for the 

validity of cognitive processes or theoretical constructs, which is often the case in SLA 

assessments. Therefore, as Cronbach (1971) argued “judgments about content validity 

should be restricted to the operational, externally observable side of testing. Judgments 

about the subject’s internal processes state hypotheses, and these require empirical 

construct validation” (p. 452; italics in original). 

4.1.3  Construct model 

Construct validity has traditionally been defined as “the degree to which a test measures 

what it claims, or purports, to be measuring” (Brown, 1996, p. 231). The concept of 

construct validity was developed as a result of an effort to measure constructs, in other 

words attributes, abilities, or skills that exist and take place in the human mind and are 

operationalized in scientific theories.  

These theories consist of a network of relationships linking theoretical constructs 

to each other and to observable attributes. For example, as discussed in Chapter 2 there 
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are different theories of what attributes the construct of L2 proficiency consists of and 

how these attributes are related to each other. So, in order to determine if a certain test 

actually measures the construct of L2 proficiency, a validation effort would involve 

testing the hypotheses or predictions by evaluating the observable attributes (e.g., 

students’ test performance). If the predictions derived from the theory do not correspond 

to the observations in the test performance, the tests are not appropriate as valid 

indicators of the constructs in the theory, unless the theory is flawed itself. However, if 

the observed predictions based on the theory are confirmed, the theory and the 

interpretation of scores are supported. 

The above described ‘trinity’ view of validity was adopted in the 1966 Standards 

(APA, AERA, & NCME, 1966), whereby validity was defined as the extent to which a 

test produced information that was useful for a specific purpose and conceptualized in 

three specific types: content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity. 

During the 1980s, Cronbach (1980, 1988) and Messick (1980, 1988) started to emphasize 

the inferences and decisions made from test scores in considerations about test validity. 

The 1985 Standards (APA, AERA, & NCME, 1985) defined validity as “the 

appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of the specific inferences made from test 

scores” and test validation was described as “the process of accumulating evidence to 

support such inferences” (p. 9). Two important additions to the discussion of validity 

were added in 1980s and 1990s. First, in regard to the types of validity, it was 

emphasized that “the use of the category labels should not be taken to imply that there are 

distinct types of validity” (APA, AERA, & NCME, 1985, p. 9). Thus, validity was 

gradually treated as an integrated concept, with construct validity comprising the key and 
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unifying type of validity (Kane, 1994; Messick, 1989, 1995; Shepard, 1993). In 

particular, Kane (2004) argued: “although many kinds of evidence may be used, we do 

not have different kinds of validity. Validity involves an overall evaluation of the 

intended interpretations” (p. 136). Second, during the 1980s the need for evidence about 

social consequences of test use gained increasing attention. Validation studies needed to 

provide evidence of how well a test does the job it was employed to do, thereby studying 

both intended und unintended consequences of test use. According to Kane (2001), that 

would constitute the prescriptive part of a validity argument: 

In discussing the role of consequences in validation, it would 

probably be useful to separate the interpretive argument into two 

parts. The descriptive part of the argument involves a network of 

inferences leading from scores to descriptive statements about 

individuals, and the prescriptive part involves the making of 

decisions based on the descriptive statements. For example, the use 

of a reading comprehension test to place students in reading groups 

involves conclusions about each student’s level of reading skill, and 

then a decision about placement, which may involve additional 

information or constraints (e.g., group sizes). (p. 327) 

Thus, the end of the ‘trinity-model era’ led to a broader conceptualization of validity 

that encompassed the consequences of using tests and other measures, and not only 

traditional psychometric test characteristics (Dwyer, 2000). 
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4.2  Validity in new Standards (1999) 

The newest edition of the Standards for educational and psychological testing (AERA, 

APA, & NCME, 1999) gives the following definition of validity: 

Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the 

interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed uses of tests. Validity is, 

therefore, the most fundamental consideration in developing and evaluating 

tests. The process of validation involves accumulating evidence to provide a 

sound scientific basis for the proposed score interpretations. It is the 

interpretation of test scores required by proposed uses that are evaluated, not 

the test itself. When test scores are used or interpreted in more than one way, 

each intended interpretation must be validated. (p. 9) 

The 1999 Standards do not focus on the types of validity, instead they focus on the 

different types of evidence that should be collected to support the intended 

interpretations of test scores for the intended purposes. Five types of evidence are 

differentiated: evidence based on test content, evidence based on response processes, 

evidence based on internal structure, evidence based on relations to other variables, 

and evidence based on the consequences of testing. 

4.2.1  Evidence based on test content 

This type of evidence is based on logical analyses and experts’ reviews of the content 

of the test, its items, and tasks. In particular, it addresses questions about the extent to 

which the content of the measure represents the content domain. Furthermore, 

evidence is also sought to make sure that all parts of the test fit the definition of the 

construct and the purpose of the measure are not biased towards examinees of 
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particular gender, culture, or L1. Lastly, evidence should be sought regarding the 

extent to which construct underrepresentation or construct-irrelevant components may 

give an unfair advantage or disadvantage to one or more subgroups of examinees. 

4.2.2  Evidence based on response processes 

This type of evidence examines the extent to which the tasks and types of responses 

required of examinees fit the intended, defined construct. To collect this evidence, test 

developers can observe examinees as they perform required tasks or interview 

examinees to determine reasons for providing certain answers to the questions. 

Furthermore, this type of evidence targets the ways in which observers, judges, and 

raters use criteria to record and evaluate behaviors, performances, essays, and so forth 

without being influenced by factors irrelevant to the intended interpretation. 

4.2.3  Evidence based on internal structure 

Analysis of the internal structure examines the extent to which the relationships among 

test items and test components conform to the construct on which the proposed test score 

interpretations are made. For example, if the test items or tasks are constructed to 

increase in difficulty, empirical evidence of the extent to which response patterns 

conformed to this expectation should be provided. The use of differential item 

functioning is also included here to uncover if particular items function differently for 

identifiable subgroups of examinees. 

4.2.4  Evidence based on relations to other variables  

This evidence analyzes the relationship of test scores to variables external to the test, in 

other words to other tests that measure the same constructs or measures other than test 
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scores such as performance criteria. Another type of analysis would be group separation 

studies that can be conducted to examine the extent to which scores obtained with an 

instrument accurately predict outcome variables. Further evidence can be sought based on 

relationship with other variables that address questions about the degree to which these 

relationships are consistent with the construct underlying the proposed test 

interpretations.  

4.2.5  Evidence based on the consequences of testing 

Evidence based on the consequences of testing was added to the new 1999 Standards 

because of the growing importance of intended and unintended consequences for the 

concept of validity. This type of evidence analyzes the extent to which expected or 

anticipated benefits of testing are realized, as well as to what extent unexpected or 

unanticipated negative consequences of testing occur. 

The authors of the 1999 Standards developed a list of 24 validity standards, 

within each of which there are numerous specific questions to be asked and answered, 

and that should potentially be met in order to justify the intended interpretations of test 

scores for the intended purposes. They emphasize that, depending on the context and 

purpose of test development or use, some standards will be more salient than others. 

However, no guidance is offered in Standards on how to conduct a validation study. A 

list of 24 validity standards (along with a similar number of standards for reliability, 

fairness, test development etc.) is too comprehensive and makes it hard to motivate a 

reasonable investigation, especially in case of smaller-scale test development projects 

with limited resources such as SLA assessments. For more details on a historical critique 

of the standards and the evolution of validity and validation see Norris (2004, 2008). 
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One of the latest approaches to validity that actually does offer a needed guidance 

for a reasonable validation study is the argument-based approach to validity proposed by 

Kane (1990, 2006) described in the next section. 

4.3  Argument-based approach to validity 

This section presents an overview of the argument-based approach to validity. I start 

with a description of its advantages over other validation methods, specifically the one 

presented in the last 1999 AERA/APA/NCME Standards. I then describe Toulmin’s 

(1958) model of inference on which the argument-based approach is grounded as well 

as its terminology. The rest of the section is subdivided into two parts. First, in the 

section on the Interpretive argument (4.3.1) I introduce the inferences that a test 

developer needs to lay out in order to link test performance with the claims that are 

made about the test scores, in particular, scoring, generalization, extrapolation, and 

utilization. Finally, in the section on Validity argument (4.3.2) I give an overview of 

validation methods that can be used to evaluate each inference. Finally, I discuss 

validity evaluation for SLA assessments and propose how the SLA field can profit 

from applying the argument-based approach to validity to validation of assessment 

instruments used in the field. 

The argument-based approach to validaty, as initiated by Cronbach (1988) and 

House (1980), and further developed by Kane (1990, 2006, 2013a, b), can help narrow 

down the hundreds of possibilities for validity research and offer useful guidance on 

test development and validation priorities. Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson (2010) 

evaluated the differences between the argument-based approach to validity as 

presented by Kane (2006) and the one described in the 1999 AERA/APA/NCME 
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Standards, drawing on their experience in developing a validity argument for the high-

stakes TOEFL iBT test. They concluded that understanding of the Standards was 

useful for systematizing what validity evidence could consist of throughout test 

development. However, the Standards did not offer “the structure required to move 

forward with decisiveness” (Chapelle et al., 2010, p. 10). Specifically, the reliance on 

the test construct as a starting point in the 1999 Standards was problematic for the 

validation study of the TOEFL iBT test since the construct was very complex and 

multi-dimensional. The argument-based approach, on the other hand, provided a 

useful tool for specifying multiple inferences that underlie score interpretation and use 

without having to rely on the construct in the first place. 

Kane’s argument-based approach is based on Toulmin’s (1958) model of 

inference that has been widely used in a variety of contexts, including program 

evaluation (Fournier, 1995) and measurement theory (Mislevy, Steinberg, & Almond, 

2003). Toulmin (1958) proposed a general framework for analyzing possible 

inferences and suggested that those who make a claim have a responsibility to “make 

it good and show that it was justifiable” (p. 97). According to Toulmin, every realistic 

argument consists of six parts: data, claim, warrants, qualifiers, rebuttals, and backing. 

Figure 6 uses Toulmin’s terminology to show the logic of a possible validity argument 

for a language placement test. 
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Figure 6. Structure of a possible argument for a placement test 

Data are the facts or evidence used to prove the argument – in assessment it would be 

test or task performance data. Claim constitutes the statement that is being argued on 

the basis of test performance. For example, if a student scores 5 points on the 

placement test out of 125, he or she should enroll into a level 1 (i.e., introductory) 

course. Claims are limited by qualifiers which constraint the strength of the argument 

or statements by proposing the conditions under which the argument is true. For 

example, in the case of a placement test a claim could be restricted to true L2 learners 

and exclude heritage learners. Warrants or inferences that consist of a number of 

assumptions are general, hypothetical logical statements that serve as bridges between 

the claim and the data. Depending on the claim that is being made there may be 

several inferences, each consisting of further assumptions. One of the inferences of a 

Data: A student got 5 points 
out of 125 on a placement C-
test  

Backing: Scoring is 
done by computer. 
Answer keys are 
checked. 

Warrant/Assumption: 
Scoring rule is applied 
accurately and 
consistently. 

Rebuttal: Internet 
connection broke and 
the student could not 
complete the test. 

Claim: The student 
should enroll in level 1 
course. 
Qualifier: This is not 
applicable to heritage 
learners. 

UNLESS 

SO 

SINCE 

BECAUSE OF 
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placement test could concern the scoring procedure, with an assumption being that if 

the scoring procedure is applied accurately and consistently, one can trust the score. 

These assumptions are supported by backing, which consists of empirical or 

theoretical evidence that serves to support the warrants/assumptions. For the 

placement test, the backing for scoring could be that students’ performance was 

automatically graded and human error was avoided. These arguments do not 

necessarily prove the main point being argued, but they do prove that certain warrants 

are true, which in turn justifies the claims made. Of course, there are many more 

inferences that are necessary to justify the claim, for example, that the content of the 

curriculum is represented in the test, that students who finish a level 1 course on 

average score higher than 5 points, and so forth. Networks of possible inferences will 

be presented in the following section. Finally, rebuttals are counter-arguments or 

statements indicating circumstances when the general argument does not hold true. 

For example, it could happen that the internet connection broke and the student could 

not complete the test all the way to the end, which explains a low score on the test. 

Applying Toumlin’s model to test validity evaluation, Kane (2006, 2013a, b) 

suggests that validation of score interpretation and use should follow Toumlin’s 

argument structure. Thereby, he employs two kinds of arguments: an interpretive 

argument or interpretation/use argument (IUA), and a validity argument. Kane (2006, 

2013a, b) also proposes two stages in test development: (1) creating the interpretive 

argument and developing the test and (2) evaluating the interpretive argument (i.e., 

gathering evidence within the validity argument). An IUA “specifies the proposed 

interpretations and uses of test results by laying out the network of inferences and 
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assumptions leading from observed performances to the conclusions and decisions 

based on test performance. The validity argument provides an evaluation of the 

interpretive argument” (Kane, 2006, p. 23). 

4.3.1  Interpretive argument 

Kane (2013a) suggests that the IUA should specify the proposed test score 

interpretation and use in relation to the target test populations and contexts in which 

the test will be applied. Furthermore, it should include enough detail in order to 

provide a framework for the evaluation of the inferences that are believed to be most 

critical and questionable. He proposes four types of inferences that should be made: 

(1) Scoring: from observed performance to an observed score 

(2) Generalization: from observed score to universe score 

(3) Extrapolation: from universe score to the level of skill 

(4) Decision/utilization: from conclusion about level of skill to its application for 

the intended use. 

Each of the inferences depends on a number of assumptions which will be specified 

below. 

4.3.1.1  Scoring 

An interpretation of test performances typically begins with the scoring of a sample of 

test performances to produce an observed score. The scoring inference leads from the 

observed performances to an observed score and therefore it is sometimes called an 

evaluation inference since test performance is evaluated (Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 

2008, 2010; Kane, 2004). The warrant for the test performance consists of a scoring rule 
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(e.g., a scoring key or a scoring rubric) that is used to assign scores to a test-taker’s 

performance. The scoring inference depends on a number of assumptions: that the 

scoring procedures are appropriate, that they are applied as intended, and are free of overt 

bias. For example, for performance assessments, the scoring rule or rubric provides 

guidelines for grading student performances. The scoring inference would thus rely on 

two basic assumptions: that the scoring criteria are reasonable and that they are applied 

appropriately. The scoring rules and most of their backing are typically developed as the 

test is created, whereas their appropriate use is evaluated in the second part of the validity 

argument. 

4.3.1.2  Generalization 

Test users are not typically interested in the observed performances and observed scores 

for their own sake, no matter how accurately the scores were assigned. They are primarily 

interested in scores as estimates of some more general attribute in order to make claims 

about “how well the test taker can perform in some larger domain of tasks over some 

range of occasions and conditions of observation” (Kane, 2013b, p. 10). Therefore, a 

generalization inference follows which extends an interpretation of test performances to 

the expected performance over replications of the assessment procedures involving, for 

example, different occasions, different testing contexts, and raters. Generalization 

depends on two assumptions: that the sample of observations is representative of the 

target test population and that the sample is large enough to control sampling error (Kane, 

2006). For example, if the developed test is supposed to test a wide range of students’ L2 

abilities, it is crucial to make sure that participants recruited for the test validation study 

actually represent the needed range of ability levels. However, if the test is supposed to 
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tap only into advanced ability levels, recruiting students of a wide range of abilities is 

unnecessary. 

4.3.1.3  Extrapolation 

In most cases test users are interested in interpreting the score in connection with the 

target domain, in other words in extrapolating an interpretation to meaningful skills, 

theories, or contexts. Kane (2004) divides this inference into two types: 

(1) extrapolation from the test domain to the Knowledge, Skills, and Judgments 

Domain, construct, or theory, and 

(2) extrapolation of Knowledge, Skills, and Judgments Domain, construct, or theory to 

the practice or real-life domain. 

The first type of extrapolation, also called theory-based interpretation (Kane, 2006) or 

explanation (Chapelle et al., 2008, 2010), extends the interpretation from the target score 

to the constructs defined by the theory that the assessment instrument is based on. For 

example, if expected TOEFL iBT scores are attributed to a construct of academic 

language proficiency then it is assumed that, for instance, performance on new test 

measures should relate to performance on other test-based measures of language 

proficiency as expected theoretically (Chapelle et al., 2008, 2010). 

The second type of extrapolation concerns actual relevance and ability to apply 

the skills and knowledge exhibited in the test in a real-life situation. In the case of the 

TOEFL iBT exam, if the construct of academic language proficiency is assessed, this 

test is theorized to account for the quality of linguistic performance in English-

medium institutions of higher education. Therefore, the extrapolation inference for the 
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test involves an assumption that performance on the test should be related to other 

criteria of language proficiency in the academic context (Chapelle et al., 2008, 2010). 

4.3.1.4  Decision/utilization 

Finally, decision inference about the scores is used to make decisions about test-takers, 

for example, specifying that students with certain scores will be assigned to certain 

courses, or if they have passed or failed a certification and so forth. The utilization term is 

also frequently used to relate to decisions concerning not only an individual person but 

also the test itself and consequences of using the test in particular. For example, an 

inference that estimates the quality of performance in the English-medium institutions of 

higher education obtained from the TOEFL iBT is useful for making decisions about 

admissions and appropriate curricula for test takers assumes that (1) the meaning of test 

scores is clearly interpretable by admission offices and test takers, and (2) that the test 

will have a positive influence on how English is taught (Chapelle et al., 2008, 2010). 

IUA can include some or all of these inferences and it can include other kinds 

of inferences, depending on what is being claimed by the interpretation and use of the 

test scores. The main function of the IUA is to clearly specify what is being claimed 

and on the basis of which assumptions, and thereby to avoid understating or 

overstating the proposed interpretation and use of the test scores. After these 

inferences and assumptions for a particular score interpretation are specified, the test 

developer can proceed to the evaluation stage, namely the validity argument. 

4.3.2  Validity Argument 

Challenging the interpretive argument is the second step of the validation process. The 

goal of the validity argument is to assess how plausible the proposed interpretations and 
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uses of the test scores are and whether they are sufficiently supported by evidence. Kane 

(2006) has highlighted several criteria of a high-quality argument: clarity of the 

argument, coherence of the argument, and plausibility of inferences and assumptions. In 

other words, in the proposed interpretive arguments the inferences and assumptions 

should be specified in enough detail so that the rationale behind the score interpretations 

is understandable. The network of inferences should be coherent for the proposed 

interpretations and uses, and no essential inferences or assumptions should be left out. 

Finally, the proposed inferences and assumptions should make sense. 

Some of the assumptions may be sufficiently plausible a priori and therefore 

do not require empirical evidence. Others, which are questionable, need to be 

recognized and investigated in detail. For example, scoring of a multiple-choice 

computer-delivered and computer-scored test does not require as much backing as the 

scoring done by human raters on a performance-based assessment because we assume 

that the items have only one correct answer, that the scoring key is correct, and that 

computer scoring is accurate. Although that all of course needs to be verified in 

development and piloting. Nor does the sampling assumption need much backing 

since one would reasonably pilot and administer the test to the group of learners that is 

representative of the population that is of interest, in other words to the target test 

population. However, if a test claims to predict a test-taker’s success on a job, 

extensive empirical support should be provided for it. 

Different kinds of inferences require different kinds of analyses for their 

evaluation, and the language testing field has accumulated various methods of 

analyzing the evidence from test performance, as summarized in the following section. 
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4.3.2.1  Scoring 

IUA starts with a scoring inference which connects the test performances and the score. 

The basis for the scoring inference is a scoring rule or a scoring rubric which is applied 

by raters to evaluate an observed performance. The backing for the applied scoring 

criteria is typically based on the judgments of a group of experts who develop and review 

the scoring criteria. In cases where raters are involved in scoring, introspective and 

retrospective reports (thinking aloud and stimulated recall) can be used to ensure that 

they employ the rubric as designed and intended to be used by its developers. If the 

evaluation reveals that the rubric allows for much variation in interpretations, necessary 

changes should be made or raters should get additional training. These issues are usually 

dealt with during the test development stage. During test implementation it is necessary 

that raters apply the rating scale (rubric) consistently. Inter-rater reliability and inter-rater 

agreement studies can provide information if they actually use the rubric consistently. If a 

test developer or user cannot provide evidence that the scoring is appropriate and applied 

accurately, further analyses are useless since one cannot trust the scores in the first place. 

However, if the scoring rubric works as intended, one can proceed to evaluating the next 

inference, generalization. 

4.3.2.2  Generalization 

A generalization inference is usually backed by two warrants. First, there is an 

assumption that a sample of observations is representative of a universe and second that it 

is large enough to control for error (Kane, 2006). Kane argues that if a validation study 

was conducted with a sample of participants who adequately represent a universe of 

generalization (i.e., future or prototypical test-takers), and there were enough of them to 
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statistically control for error, it can be assumed that the sample is representative (Kane, 

1996). It is therefore crucial to establish the parameters of that universe in advance and be 

explicit about it. 

The empirical evidence needed to support generalization over replications of a 

measurement procedure is typically collected in reliability studies (Haertel, 2006) or 

generalizability studies (Brennen, 2001; Chiu, 2001). Reliability and generalizability 

studies provide estimates of standard errors of measurement and thus put a limit on 

how accurate and reliable the universe score may be (Brennan, 2001). If the analyses 

indicate large standard error and broad confidence intervals, one cannot make strong 

conclusions about the universe score. The main condition of reliability and 

generalizability studies is that all aspects of administration and test procedure remain 

the same from occasion to occasion (e.g., that the instructions and test time are the 

same, that raters received the same training). If a test developer claims that a test can 

be used in different educational settings and with learners of different L1s or gender, 

differential item functioning analysis (Osterlind & Everson, 2009) should be 

conducted. After the generalizability of the universe score is assured, the validation 

study can continue to the extrapolation inference. 

4.3.2.3  Extrapolation 

Kane (2006) differentiates between two types of evidence used for the evaluation of the 

extrapolation inference: analytical and empirical. Analytical evidence is usually 

generated during the development stage and is based on conceptual analyses about the 

relationships between the universe of generalization and target domain. In other words, 

there should be a theoretical rationale why a certain test format should be believed to 
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assess a certain target domain. The empirical evidence actually examines these 

relationships. In order to justify the interpretation of the test scores as being an indicator 

of some target domain, it is crucial for the universe of generalization to cover a large part 

of skills or knowledge relevant in the target domain. Correlational analyses are usually 

employed to provide evidence that an alternative valid criterion measure of a target 

domain and the developed assessment relate with each other (Cronbach, 1971; Messiсk, 

1989) while regression analysis could also be conducted in order to find out if the 

developed test can actually predict performance on the related criterion measure. Finally, 

if the analytical and empirical evidence support the extrapolation evidence, in other 

words that the test in fact relates highly to the target domain, the evaluation process can 

proceed to the decision inference, sometimes also called implications or utilization. 

4.3.2.4  Decision/Utilization 

Kane (2013b) differentiates two types of decision inferences. The first type relates to the 

decisions made on the basis of the test in terms of their outcomes or consequences for an 

individual who took a test. The second type relates to the consequences of the test use 

that go beyond a particular test-taker, in other words that relates to a broader population 

of test users. In both cases decisions made on the basis of a test score usually include an 

interpretation in terms of the traits followed by a decision based on this interpretation. 

In order to evaluate the interpretation of traits, in other words to give meaning 

to scores, the decision inference evaluates if the implications associated with the 

assessed trait are adequate in the first place and if they are supported by the properties 

of the observed score. In particular, the justification of a proposed interpretation or use 

of test scores necessitates an evaluation of all the claims (assumptions) that are 
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inherent in a certain interpretation or use. For example, if the claim that a C-test 

measures learners’ literacy skills depends on the assumption that it will correlate 

higher with reading and writing tests than with speaking and listening tests, it should 

mean that this claim needs to be evaluated for each new version of the C-test if the test 

score will be used as a measure of literacy skill. After the claims that are inherent in a 

certain interpretation or use are evaluated, real-life decisions need to be evaluated. 

Real-life decisions made about individual examinees are evaluated by 

analyzing positive and negative consequences for an individual that results from the 

decisions based on the test scores. For test uses beyond the implications for an 

individual, the decision inference investigates if the test in general produces a 

desirable effect. The consequences of test use are usually investigated with the help of 

qualitative methods. For example, a decision inference for a placement test would 

investigate if teachers have noticed any positive or negative consequences of including 

a new test component. It can be done, for example, by asking their opinion about how 

they perceive classes were formed on the basis of the new placement test, if they are 

more homogeneous in comparison to previous years, if the introduction of a new 

placement component leads to an increase or decrease in time and other resources, etc. 

Another example of the evaluation of claims that go beyond implications for an 

individual school or learner is the case of a new TOEFL iBT test that claims to 

produce a positive effect on how English if taught throughout the world. To evaluate 

this claim, this positive effect should actually be evaluated. 
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4.3.3  The missing chain in the argument-based approach 

The first inference that Kane starts his approach with is scoring. However, there is step 

that should logically come before this inference, which has to do with performance 

elicitation. Obviously one cannot generate good scores if the examinees are not doing 

what they are supposed to do on the test by, for example, not understanding the 

instructions. Furthermore, one would not be able to produce reliable scores if a test is 

administered poorly, if participants run out of time and so forth. In the case of the EIT, 

this would be a particularly important inference because it is crucial that the delivery 

of the test works, examinees get it and do what they are supposed to do, the sound 

quality is good, and so on. I would therefore include this inference as the first chain in 

the Kane’s network of inferences. 

4.4  Validity evaluation in the SLA field 

Historically within Applied Linguistics, validation work has been the domain of language 

testers, and validation methodologies have been applied to a range of educational 

assessments (e.g., Chapelle et al., 2008, 2010; Mozgalina & Ryshina-Pankova, 2015; 

Norris, 2008) using different validity approaches. However, it may be argued that validity 

inquiry for SLA assessments is distinct since it does not focus on the decisions and 

consequences that are associated with educational tests (Norris & Ortega, 2003, 2012; 

Shohamy, 2000).  

Norris and Ortega (2012) argue that SLA assessments rather focus on “the 

nuanced theory-based interpretations that researchers and research communities make 

about particular L2 knowledge constructs” (p. 582). They emphasize that assessment 

instruments should be closely linked to the theories of L2 acquisition. In particular, SLA 
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researchers who investigate SLA from the Universal Grammar perspective should use 

different methods of eliciting evidence of L2 knowledge or competence than researchers 

who investigate and theorize SLA from the interactionist or sociocultural perspective. In 

other words, since testing in SLA research is used to provide evidence for theories and 

research questions, it is crucial to make sure that each assessment instrument is 

measuring what it is purported to measure in connection to a certain theory. 

Recently Purpura (2013) demonstrated how different validation frameworks from 

the area of educational testing can be used to validate assessments used in SLA research 

in connection with a certain SLA theory. In particular, he focused on (1) the trinitarian 

model of test validity (Cronbach, 1971, 1980), (2) test validity as a unified notion 

(Messick, 1989), and (3) the argument-based view of test validity (Chapelle et al., 2008; 

Kane, 2006, 2013).  

In a similar vein, Purpura, Brown, and Schoonen (2015) introduced how these 

frameworks can be used to produce validity evidence, in particular referring to an 

example study (Révész, 2012) on the influence of working memory and observed 

effectiveness of recasts on different L2 outcome measures. Specifically, they discussed 

what a validation process would have looked liked if the researcher had used the three 

approaches for validating the measurement tasks used in the study – narrating a crime 

scene with or without picture supports – as a measure of learners’ ability to use the past 

progressive form for the research purposes pursued in the study.  

A large portion of Purpura et al.’s (2015) article was devoted to showing how 

Kane’s validation framework could be used to identify, question, and justify claims 

related to measured constructs for use in Révész’s (2012) study. Furthermore, it discussed 



 96 

the necessity to consider the inferences that are implicit in the measures they use, and the 

evidence researchers need to examine to justify using these measures. They emphasized 

that 

the appropriateness and adequacy of evidence needed in a validity 

argument be determined by the purpose of the study, the research 

claims we would like to make, and the consequences of using the 

scores for the intended research purposes, since it may not be 

possible or feasible to collect and analyze data related to all types of 

evidence (n.p). 

Though Purpura et al. (2015) did a good job of exemplifying the potential use of the 

rubric on a concrete research study from the SLA field, they did not show how the 

validation study would be different if the oral description task (narrating a crime scene 

using past progressive) were used for different purposes. Very often in SLA research, the 

same test is used for different purposes and different interpretations are made on the basis 

of the test scores without providing necessary evidence to justify these interpretations. 

The purpose of this dissertation is to exemplify how the same assessment instrument can 

be developed and validated for different and clearly specified uses. This approach, 

different from Purpura et al. (2015), gives researchers an opportunity to better understand 

the logic of the validation process and enable its application in their own research.  

In their proposal Purpura et al. (2015) used a backword design in the 

exemplification of Kane’s approach, discussing what should have been investigated in 

comparison to what was investigated in Révész’s (2012) study. However, Kane’s 

framework was developed to serve as a forward design – guiding future test validation in 
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order not to miss any inferences necessary for justifying the claims to be made. 

Therefore, the current dissertation seeks to exemplify the application of the framework by 

showing the logic that is behind the validation thinking from the start, that is, starting by 

identifying the use of the test and discussing possible inferences and assumptions relevant 

for justifying the future test use.  

Finally, Purpura et al. (2015) dealt retrospectively with a measure of learners’ 

ability to use past progressive but not learners’ global or general language proficiency. In 

regard to measuring L2 proficiency, Norris and Ortega (2012) argue that the major 

challenge for proficiency assessment in SLA research is “the sheer size of the construct, 

covering essentially all of language ability” (p. 580). Thereby, SLA researchers use 

different assessment instruments to elicit learners’ L2 proficiency from extensive 

measures of academic (e.g., TOEFL iBT) or spoken foreign language proficiency (e.g., 

OPIs) to very short-cut estimates of L2 proficiency (e.g., C-tests or EITs). Despite the use 

of different assessment instruments which measure quite different though related 

constructs (see the discussion in section 2.5), SLA researchers continue to interpret any 

type of assessment as a measure of L2 proficiency, which leads to the fact that “resulting 

measurement data tend to be overinterpreted because the behaviors selected to be 

observed do not, in fact, provide sufficient evidence for the full construct interpretation” 

(Norris & Ortega, 2003, p. 732). In other words, their scores interpretations happen to be 

invalid and unjustified. In this dissertation I have taken Purpura’s initial proposal further 

by providing a research-based example for the advantages of Kane’s argument-based 

approach to validity for developing L2 proficiency assessments for SLA research. 
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Norris and Ortega (2003) proposed a model of a measurement process for 

different types of SLA instruments that starts with intended interpretations for developing 

appropriate measures and ends with actual interpretation received as a result of data 

analysis. It is in some ways quite similar to the argument-based approach to validity since 

it consists of conceptual and procedural stages (compare interpretive and validity 

argument in Kane’s approach) and gives certain guidance in the process of test 

development and test validation. However, what is missing in their model is the 

prioritization of the validation questions depending on the test use which is especially 

relevant for L2 proficiency assessment instruments. 

L2 proficiency tests can be used not only for providing evidence for certain L2 

proficiency theories. They can also be used for controlling the initial levels of L2 

proficiency or for selecting participants for empirical investigations that otherwise focus 

on some other theory or construct (e.g., implicit learning or the cognition hypothesis). In 

other words L2 proficiency assessments can be used as a dependent, independent, or 

moderating variables in SLA research. 

Kane (2013b) makes two arguments that are necessary to keep in mind when 

arguing for validity of score interpretation and uses: 

Test scores can have multiple possible interpretations/uses, and it is 

the proposed interpretation/use that is validated, not the test itself or 

the test scores.  

More ambitious interpretations and uses require more backing (i.e., 

evidence) than less ambitious interpretations and uses. (p. 21) 
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I would claim that these arguments should be considered when justifying score use in L2 

proficiency assessments used in SLA research. The bigger the construct is that 

researchers claim their assessment instrument measures and the bigger are the 

researchers’ claims, the more effort needs to be put toward justifying the link between 

test performance and score interpretation. That is, in Kane’s approach to validity some 

inferences (e.g., scoring, generalization) are likely to occur in most if not all IUAs in the 

SLA field; however, many others are commonly employed but not mandatory if test use 

does not require them. Thus, the number of assumptions, the type of assumptions within 

each inference, and as a result the amount of effort that one puts into the validation 

process, depend primarily on the test use.  

The argument-based approach to validity evaluation helps to draw the link that 

needs to be established between test performance data, score interpretation, and test use 

in order to justify the claims one makes on the basis of the test scores. These arguments 

have begun to surface recently, but as yet there has been nothing in the area of SLA in the 

way of exemplifying them for validating L2 proficiency assessments, and only a few 

examples exist within the language testing domain (Chapelle et al., 2008, 2010; Kane, 

2002). This dissertation aims to exemplify how the argument-based approach can be 

applied in guiding the validation of L2 proficiency assessments used in SLA research, 

which can arguably lead to a more careful interpretation of L2 proficiency test results for 

different SLA uses.  

4.5  Summary 

Validation of assessments has had a long history, and it can be argued that approaches 

that have been used for validating educational or psychological assessments have not 
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provided much help for validating SLA assessment instruments. Earlier validity models 

(content or criterion validity alone) were not relevant for justifying the use of SLA-

related assessment instruments, whereas the construct model was too difficult to follow, 

since one of the main challenges of validating the interpretation of a test as measure of L2 

proficiency is the challenge of defining the construct of L2 proficiency in the first place 

(Hulstijn, 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2012; Shohamy, 1994, 2000). Even the latest version of 

the assessment Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999) does not seem to provide 

needed guidance for validation, given that the list of validity standards is too 

comprehensive, with the definition of the construct being the starting point of the 

validation process (Chapelle et al., 2010). However, more recent approaches to 

validation, in particular the argument-based approach to validating score interpretations 

and uses developed by Kane (1990, 2006, 2013a, b), can provide much-needed guidance 

for producing justifiable tests of L2 proficiency (and other constructs), not only for 

educational but also for assessments used in SLA research. 

In order to justify a valid interpretation of test scores following the argument-

based approach, test developers need to take two fundamental steps. First, they need to 

“specify the proposed interpretations and uses of test scores by laying out the network of 

inferences and assumptions leading from the observed performances to the conclusions 

and decisions based on the test scores” (Kane, 2006, p. 23). In other words, they need to 

develop an interpretive argument. Second, they need to validate this argument by 

evaluating its clarity, coherence, and completeness, and by providing empirical evidence 

for the claims that are made on the basis of the test scores. Kane’s (2006) framework of 

possible inferences can be applied to different kinds of test score interpretations, from 
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validating interpretations of test scores for controlling L2 proficiency of participants in 

empirical studies to making claims about L2 proficiency improvement as a result of some 

intervention. The framework offers a relatively pragmatic approach to validation and 

offers guidance for test developers through the most important steps of developing and 

creating interpretive arguments and their validation. Furthermore, it perfectly builds on 

the validation framework proposed by Norris and Ortega (2003) by adding concrete 

guidance on how to establish a link between test performance and interpretation of the 

test score. 

I would like to argue that SLA researchers as well as the SLA field in general 

could profit from applying the argument-based approach to the validation of language 

proficiency assessments. Following the steps identified by Kane (2006) can help 

researchers make justifiable claims and thereby improve domain-specific assessment 

standards, allowing for frequently called-for benchmarking, replication, and 

generalization in the SLA research field. In this dissertation the argument-based approach 

to validity is applied for validating test score interpretations for the Russian EIT in two 

scenarios that are common in SLA research. 

In validation study 1 (Chapter 5) I claim that the Russian Elicited Imitation Test 

can be used for controlling initial L2 oracy skills and can be used in studies conducted in 

two educational settings (US and Germany). To validate this score interpretation and use, 

the main effort in validation study 1 is put on the scoring and generalization inferences. 

In validation study 2 (Chapter 6) I claim that EIT can be used for selecting 

participants into a study as a predictor of certain levels of speaking and listening 

proficiency. Therefore, since the claims that I make on the basis of EIT scores in 



 102 

validation study 2 are more specific (not oracy or oral proficiency in general, but certain 

levels of speaking and listening proficiency), the extrapolation inference is the core of the 

validation process in validation study 2. 
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CHAPTER 5: VALIDATION STUDY 1 

 For validation study 1 I claim that the Russian Elicited Imitation Test can be used for 

controlling initial L2 oracy skills and can be used in studies conducted in two educational 

settings. Since specifying test use is the first step in the process of test development and 

validation the chapter starts with a section that specifies test use and the context. I then 

report on the developmental stage, which consists of two parts: creation of the test and 

development of the interpretive argument. I then report on the appraisal stage of the 

evaluation of the EIT which seeks to challenge the interpretive argument. Finally, I 

discuss the results of the validation study in connection with the interpretive argument 

developed for the specified test use. 

5.1  Test use and context 

Two researchers in the USA and Germany6 want to investigate the effect of task 

manipulation (e.g., levels of complexity, type of input) on students’ task performance in 

an oral task. Participants of the study are enrolled in Russian courses of different levels 

defined by the local curricula or frameworks (ACTFL proficiency guidelines, CEFR). 

They have accomplished at least one semester of Russian study. There is variation in 

students’ language proficiency between groups and probably within groups in both 

educational settings as well as across them. Since task performance can at least to some 

                                                

6 These two settings were chosen because the author of the dissertation has worked in 

both educational settings and had access to participants. 
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extent depend on students’ L2 oral proficiency, initial L2 proficiency should be 

controlled for in order to isolate the casual factors under investigation. 

Depending on the number of dependent variables, ANCOVA or MANCOVA will 

be used to answer a research question regarding whether mean differences between the 

groups are expected or by chance when other related variables are controlled for, in this 

case L2 proficiency. For this and similar uses, an Elicited Imitation Test can be employed 

as an assessment instrument for controlling for L2 oracy skills levels for several 

pragmatic reasons: 

(1) It is freely available. 

(2) It is practical: EIT does not take much time to complete and it is relatively fast to 

score. 

(3) Previous research has shown that this format can elicit behavior indicative of 

learners’ oral proficiency (e.g., Ortega et al., 1999, 2002; Tracy-Ventura et al., 

2014). 

The use of the proficiency test (EIT) in the context of this study would be to provide a 

reliable score that would indicate students’ oral proficiency (oracy) independent of 

curricular level or years of studying Russian, and that could be used as a covariate in 

ANCOVA or MANCOVA analyses. For these analyses it is assumed that covariates are 

measured without error, and that they are perfectly reliable, because unreliable covariates 

in experimental research lead to loss of power (Tabachnik & Fidel, 2013). Furthermore, 

they should be able to differentiate between different proficiency levels, in other words to 

elicit a wide range of scores. So, the EIT score will be interpreted as a reliable number 

that can be used as an indicator of oracy skills in Russian. 
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 In the next section I describe how the Russian EIT was developed and specify the 

interpretive argument created for the proposed test use. 

5.2.  The developmental stage: Creating the test and the interpretive argument 

5.2.1  Test development 

The author of the dissertation created all sentences for the Russian Elicited Imitation Test 

using the English sentences from Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) as a model7. Similar to 

Ortega et al. (1999, 2002), a variety of grammatical structures was targeted, vocabulary 

that represented different topics was used, and all sentences were grammatical. A total of 

60 items were created. The utterances ranged between six and 21 syllables. Though 

previous studies used only as few as seven syllables I decided to use six-syllable items as 

a warm-up in Study 1, in particular, because of the inclusion of very low-level students in 

the pilot. Furthermore, since the EIT in Russian was developed to measure L2 

proficiency of more advanced students, too, four items of 20 and 21 syllables were also 

included in the test.  

Six native speakers checked the stimuli for syllable length and naturalness before 

the stimuli were recorded and four items were excluded. A native Russian speaker was 

digitally recorded in a sound-proof room reading the sentences at a normal rate, and the 

free program Audacity was used to make the test audio. See appendix C for the Russian 

EIT with the instructions in English. 

                                                

7 Eight of the sentences from the Ortega et al.’s (1999, 2002) version were not chosen for 
the Russian version of the Elicited Imitation test for two reasons. Their translation either 
exceeded the maximum number of syllables or they did not sound natural in Russian. 
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5.2.1.1  Instructions 

Since the EIT was designed for administration to Russian learners in the United States 

and Germany, the “practice” items and instructions in the recorded test were in English 

and German, in other words two versions of the test were developed and recorded. See 

Appendix D for the German version of the instructions for the EIT. As in Scott (1994) the 

examinees were asked to repeat as much as they can. The "repeat as much as you can" 

(“Wiederholen Sie so viel wie Sie können”) phrase in the instructions was important to 

encourage participants to attempt partial repetitions or repetition of items that they did 

not really understand for a better reflection of the limits of their competence. Since the 

performances were assessed on a 5-point scoring scale (from 0 to 4), partial attempts of 

various kinds contributed very useful information unlike completely unattempted items. 

5.2.1.2  Timing parameters 

A tone sound and a pause between stimulus and response were introduced to avoid 

complete parroting, particularly with shorter items. Two additional recording features 

were implemented following Bowden (2007) and Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014): (a) a 2-

second pause was inserted after each stimulus and before the cue – a 0.5 second beep – 

signaling when the repetition should start; (b) the length of response time was based on 

the time it took the native speaker to speak the sentence plus extra time depending on the 

number of syllables. For each sentence, the time it took the native speaker to articulate 

the sentence was calculated (t). For sentences of 6 and 7 syllables long (the shortest 

sentence length), the allotted time for repetition was t + 2 seconds. For each additional 

syllable, an additional 0.5 seconds were added to the t + 2 time for the repetition. In other 
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words, for 8 syllables, the time allotted was t + 2.5 seconds, for 9 syllables, t + 3 seconds, 

etc. 

The pilot version of the developed EIT took 14 minutes, 08 seconds to complete, 

and this administration time included two minutes of instructions and practice sentences 

given in English and German respectively (used in Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014). Given the 

short overall administration time, it is unlikely that fatigue played any role in examinee 

performance on early or late appearing items. 

5.2.1.3  Scoring 

Learners’ repetitions on the EIT were scored using a five-point scoring rubric (0 - 4) 

developed by Ortega et al. (1999) and used in all previous studies that reported on the 

parallel versions of the EIT across multiple languages. Further refinement of the scoring 

rubric and procedures for the new Russian EIT proceeded as follows. First, in order to 

have a variety of possible performances on each item the researcher transcribed four 

examinees of clearly different ability levels on the EIT. Second, the researcher (a native 

speaker of Russian) and a second Russian native speaker listened to the performances and 

scored them individually using the scoring rubric for the English version of the test. All 

disagreements were resolved by discussing each rating, and consensus was reached about 

what score the performances should be assigned. Numerous example sentences were then 

chosen which best represent each point of the scale and the English rubric was adapted 

for the Russian language. The scoring rubric is presented in Table 1 with illustrations 

taken from the present data, and a complete version is provided in Appendix E. The 

maximum score possible for the pilot test was 224 (56 x 4). 
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Table 1. Elicited Imitation scoring rubric with Russian examples 

Score Description Examples 

Item Repetition 

4  Perfect repetition   

3  Accurate content 

repetition with some  

(un-)grammatical 

changes 

Item 16. Он любит 

фильмы со счастливым 

концом. (“He likes 

movies with a happy 

end.”)  

Он любит фильмы с_ 

счастливый конец. (“He 

likes movies with (missing 

letter/sound) a happy 

(wrong ending) end (wrong 

ending).”) 

2   Changes in content 

or changes in form 

that affect content 

Item 19. Мне очень 

понравился поход в 

оперу. 

 (“I liked the visit to the 

opera very much.”) 

Мне очень нравится 

ходить на оперу.  

(“I enjoy going to (wrong 

preposition) the opera very 

much.”) 

1 Repetition of half or 

less of the stimulus 

Item 37. Аспиранты 

собираются по средам 

в семь вечера. 

(“PhD students meet on 

Wednesdays at 7 in the 

evening.”) 

Аспиранты собираются  

(“PhD students meet/ are 

going to”) 

 

0 Silence, only one 

word repeated, or 
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unintelligible 

repetition 

5.2.2  Interpretive argument 

To start a validation study using an argument based-approach, an interpretive argument 

should be developed for the above proposed score interpretation and use. As described in 

section 4.3.1 of the literature review, the interpretive argument should specify the 

interpretations and uses of the test performances in terms of the inferences and 

assumptions laid out to justify the link between a person’s test performance and the 

conclusions and decisions based on test results. Apart from four inferences specified by 

Kane and presented in section 4.3.1, I decided to add a further inference, namely 

elicitation of test performance since this crucial step is missing in Kane’s framework. 

Inference 1. Elicitation of test performance 

Test procedure and instrumentation are standardized and trialed. The delivery of the test 

works and the sound quality is good. The EIT does not lead to unexpected behavior. 

Elicitation of performance is consistent. Participants understand the instructions and are 

able to perform on the EIT as intended. 

Inference 2. Scoring/Evaluation 

A 2.1  Statistical characteristics of items are monitored through the test development and 

the best combination of items is chosen to comprise the final test.  

A 2.2  The scoring rubric is developed, trialed, and revised based on expert consensus.  

A 2.3  The scoring is applied consistently and fairly. Raters display high levels of inter-

rater reliability. 

Inference 3. Generalization 
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A 3.1  The observations made in testing are representative of the universe of 

observations: The test indicates high reliability and is piloted with the target population 

(i.e., future or prototypical test-takers). 

A 3.2  The sample is large enough to reduce sampling error to reasonable levels. 

A 3.3  The test functions independently of the educational setting and L1s of the 

examinees. 

A 3.3.1  Consistency over occasions is demonstrated. The test functions reliably 

in two settings. 

A 3.3.2  The test demonstrates the ability to elicit a wide range of scores in both 

settings. 

A 3.3.3  The items are free of bias and do not advantage either of the groups. 

Inference 4. Extrapolation 

A 4.1  Theoretical evidence: Previous research has shown that scores on the EIT correlate 

with the scores on performance-based tests of oral proficiency (See Chapter 3).  

A 4.2  Empirical evidence: There are sufficiently strong correlations between the EIT 

scores and learners’ Russian learning history, in particular, the age of first exposure to 

Russian, the length of Russian study, the length of staying or living abroad, and the 

intensity of language use. 

A 4.3  The correlations between the learners’ self-assessment and the scores on the EIT 

are higher for oral skills (listening and speaking) than for written skills (reading and 

writing). 

Further extrapolation evidence is not obligatory for the proposed test use. Studies 

described in the test use section do not use EIT to explain the construct of L2 proficiency, 
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in other words they do not focus on interpretations about proficiency itself and do not 

make claims about the development of L2 proficiency as a result of some intervention. 

What the researchers need is a reliable score received from a test that can elicit oral 

performance indicative of different ability levels. Therefore, especially for practical 

reasons, no additional evidence has to be sought to demonstrate a close relationship of the 

developed EIT with any other performance-type assessment that measures oral 

proficiency in Russian for the formulated use (though see test use for validation study 2 

in Chapter 6). 

Inference 5. Utilization 

A 5.1  The test can be used for the purposes described in the test use section of Chapter 5 

assuming the context is similar and administration and scoring procedures are followed 

precisely. In particular, SLA researchers can use the test scores of the Russian EIT as a 

covariate for group-comparison studies that deal with oral language skills. It is not 

assumed here that the EIT can be used as an instrument to control for L2 written 

proficiency or general language proficiency in the written mode. Furthermore, the test 

used for the interpretation described above is not being validated for making claims about 

the L2 proficiency of the learners, in other words, in studies where L2 proficiency is a 

dependent variable. 

A 5.2  The employment of the EIT for the intended use will enable benchmarking, 

replication, and generalizations across SLA studies in the Russian language. 

Figure 7 presents the interpretive argument for the EIT as used in studies similar 

to test use specified in section 5.1. 
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Figure 7. Interpretive argument 1: EIT scores as a covariate 

CONCLUSION: The test score reflects a certain degree of Russian oracy. It can be used 
as a covariate for group-comparison SLA studies, in other words studies that need to 
control for the initial levels of participants’ Russian oral skills.  
The employment of the EIT for the intended use will enable benchmarking, replication, 
and generalizations across SLA studies in the Russian language. 

1. Correlations show expected relationship with Russian 
learning. Students with longer Russian learning history 
and study abroad experience perform better on the EIT. 

2. Correlations between the learners’ self-assessment and 
the scores on EIT are higher for oral skills (listening and 
speaking) than for written skills (reading and writing). 

1. The observations made in testing are representative of 
the universe of observations.  

2. The sample is large enough to reduce reasonably 
sampling error. 

3. Test reliability is demonstrated in both settings.  
4. The test demonstrates the ability to elicit a wide range of 

scores in both settings. 
5. The items are free of bias and do not advantage either of 

the groups. 
 

1. Statistical characteristics of stimuli are investigated and 
the combination of best-functioning items is chosen to 
comprise the final test. 

2. Rubrics are developed, trialed, and revised. 
3. The scoring is applied consistently and fairly: Raters 

display high levels of inter-rater reliability. 
 

Test procedure and instrumentation are standardized and 
trialed. The EIT does not lead to unexpected behavior. 
Participants understand the instructions and are able to 
perform on the test as intended. 

1. Oracy skills are critical for oral communication (listening 
and speaking). 
2. EIT can assess oracy skills. 

 Utilization 

Domain interpretation 
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After the interpretive argument is specified, it is important to point out the assumptions 

that were already taken care of during the development of the Russian Elicited Imitation 

Test. 

5.2.3  Evaluation of inferences and assumptions during test development 

Two inferences were evaluated at the test development stage. First, data elicitation was 

standardized as much as possible to make sure that the elicitation process took place as 

intended. To evaluate this inference, the Russian Elicited Imitation Test was piloted with 

five Russian native speakers to verify if native speakers were able to repeat all of the 

items. Furthermore, the EIT was piloted with six learners of Russian to make sure that 

they understood the instructions and had enough time after the tone sound to repeat the 

sentence. 

Second, considerable effort was made to create a comprehensible rubric that can 

be used reasonably easily by future raters. In support of this inference, the rubric 

developed by Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) was extended and adapted for the Russian 

language by the consensus achieved in discussion between the raters as described in 

section 5.2.1.3. In particular, criteria for score 3 needed to be negotiated intensively, 

specifically the acceptable and unacceptable substitutions which would lead either to a 

score of 2 or 3. It was decided, for example, that растёт can be used for увеличивается 

(item 13) “grows vs. increases” or в которой can be paraphrased as где (item 27) “in 

which vs. where” and the performance could still be awarded three points. However, if 

поход в оперу (item 11) is substituted just for оперу “opera vs. visit to the opera” or 

прочитала (item 16) is repeated as читала or почитала “has read (perfect) vs. was 

reading vs. read a little” only two points could be awarded. 
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The rest of the proposed inferences and assumptions were validated during the 

evaluation study that sought to challenge them. For this, a large empirical study was 

conducted by administering the Russian EIT to a large number of Russian learners and 

analyzing the collected data. 

5.3  Appraisal stage: Challenging the interpretive argument 

5.3.1  Evaluation questions 

To validate the developed interpretive argument, the following evaluation questions were 

posed: 

1. Which combination of items differentiates most accurately and reliably between 

learners of different levels of oracy skills in Russian? (A 2.1; A 3.1) 

2. Is the scoring rubric used appropriately, in particular: Are all points of the rubric 

utilized? Do raters display high inter-rater reliability? (A 2.3) 

3. Does the test function independently of the educational setting? 

3.1. Does the test function reliably in two educational settings? (A 3.3.1) 

3.2. Does the test demonstrate the ability to elicit a wide range of scores in both 

settings? (A 3.3.2) 

3.3. Are the items free of bias for both learner groups? (A 3.3.3) 

4. Are there any substantial correlations between the length of studying Russian, 

study/residence abroad, frequency of use of Russian, age of first exposure, and the 

scores on the EIT? (A 4.2) 

5. Are the correlations between the learners’ self-assessment and the scores on the 

EIT higher for oral skills (listening and speaking) than for written skills (reading 

and writing)? (A 4.3) 
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5.3.2  Method 

5.3.2.1  Participants 

Participants in validation study 1 were 97 students of Russian enrolled at two universities 

in the US and Germany. In the US sample, a total of 47 students of Russian were enrolled 

in seven different curricular levels at a private university starting from the second 

semester of Russian (1.2) to Advanced Russian (6.2). The students enrolled in the second 

semester Russian 6-credit course were completing the second semester of intensive 

Russian study. The students in the 3-credit Advanced Russian course, primarily PhD and 

Master level students, were placed there after taking the department placement test. Data 

was also collected from one recent graduate of the program. Table 2 shows the 

distribution of the participants across different curricular levels for the US sample. 

Table 2. Distribution of participants across curricular levels (US) 

Curricular 

level 

1.2 

 

2.1 

 

2.2 

 

3.2 

 

4.2 

 

5.2 

 

6 

 

GU 

graduate 

Total 

N 7 4 5 13 8 4 5 1 47 

The German sample consisted of 50 participants enrolled in different courses at the 

university language center as well as the Institute of Slavonic Studies of a large public 

university in Germany. Study participants were enrolled in eleven different courses that 

correspond to five different levels of the CEFR based on the local placement tests or 

students’ progress through the Russian curricula. As can be seen from Table 3, in 

comparison to the US sample, a larger number of the participants recruited in Germany 
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were enrolled in higher-level Russian courses, though, of course, there is no a priori way 

to compare the two ‘scales’ (curricular levels in a US college and CEFR levels) with each 

other. 

Table 3. Distribution of participants across CEFR levels (Germany) 

CEFR level A 1 A 2 B 1 B2 C1 Total 

N 2 5 20 13 10 50 

In each group one participant did not fill out the background questionnaire, so the 

biographical data of two participants will be missing in the analyses that use information 

from the questionnaire. 

 Both population samples comprised a rather balanced distribution of the 

participants across gender: In the US sample 22 participants were male and 24 were 

female, in the German sample 22 participants were male and 27 were female. 

 With regard to the first language, 39 students in the US sample indicated English 

as their strongest language before the age of 5, six students had L1s different from 

English (Spanish, Vietnamese, Gujarati, Japanese, Armenian, and Turkish), and one 

person indicated Russian as a their strongest language before the age of 5. In the German 

sample, 35 students indicated German as their strongest language before the age of 5, 

eleven students had L1s different from German (Bulgarian, French, Polish, Italian, 

Czech, and Slovak), one person indicated English, and two students indicated Russian as 

their strongest language. Out of all students in the combined sample only three 

participants were exposed to Russian from birth, but none of them indicated Russian as 

their strongest language at the time of the study. It can therefore be concluded that these 
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were Russian heritage students. However, their number was not large enough to 

investigate heritage learners as a separate group for this study, and they were kept in the 

sample since their total scores on the EIT were not the highest in the investigated 

samples. 

 The analysis of the questionnaire data in two samples indicated a different ratio of 

students majoring or minoring in Russian and students who studied Russian for other 

purposes. A total of 27 students in the US sample indicated that they majored or minored 

in Russian, while 18 students majored and minored in other subjects. In the German 

sample there were more students who majored in other subjects (N = 34) in comparison 

to 15 students who majored or minored in Russian. 

 In both samples most of the participants had completed secondary school (N = 25 

in the US and N = 28 in Germany) or had a Bachelors degree (N = 15 in the US and N = 

16 in Germany). Table 4 shows the number of participants according to the highest 

degree they had completed. 

Table 4. Participants’ level of completed education 

Level of 
education 

Bachelors Masters PhD Secondary 
school 

Total 

N (US) 15 6 1 25 46 

N (GE) 16 4 1 28 49 

The mean age of the participants in the US was 22.89 years. One of the US participants 

was not a typical student, her age was 61, and another was a graduate, aged 33 (two 

outliers). Table 5 presents the information on the age of the participants with and without 

these Russian learners, and Figure 8 shows the distribution of the Russian learners in the 
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US sample according to their age. As can be seen from the histogram, most of the 

participants were between 18 and 25 years old. 

Table 5. Participants’ age 

 Mean SD Min Max 

N = 46 (US)a 22.89 6.67 18 61 

N = 44 (US)b 21.80 3.02 18 29 

N = 49 (GER) 25.04 5.19 18 43 

Note: The first row in the US sample includes two outliers 

a Before outliers were identified bAfter withdrawing outliers 

 

Figure 8. Participants’ age in the US sample (without outliers) 

The mean age of the participants in Germany was 25.04 years. Three of the participants 

were older than 35 years, which reflects the reality of the German educational setting. 
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Table 5 presents the information on the age of the participants and Figure 9 shows 

distribution of the participants of the German sample according to their age. As can be 

seen from the histogram, most of the participants were between 18 and 33 years old 

which represents a larger range of ages in the German sample in comparison to the US 

sample. 

 

Figure 9. Participants’ age in the German sample 

5.3.2.2  Instruments 

Participants of Study 1 filled out a language background questionnaire and took the 

Russian Elicited Imitation Test. 
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5.3.2.2.1  Background Questionnaire 

The Background questionnaire consisted of four sections. First, it asked participants 

about their first language(s) and their perceived L2 proficiency in foreign languages, 

including Russian. Second, the questionnaire included questions regarding participants’ 

Russian learning history and use, specifically the length and context of Russian study, the 

age of first exposure to Russian, and Russian use outside of the classroom. Third, it asked 

for the general background information, such as participants’ age, gender, and level of 

education. And finally, in the background questionnaire participants generated an 

identification number under which their EIT performances were saved. See Appendix A 

and B for the background questionnaire in English and German. 

5.3.2.2.2  Elicited Imitation Test 

The Elicited Imitation Test is described in section on test development (5.2.1) and can be 

found in Appendix C. 

5.3.2.3  Procedures 

After receiving university institutional review board (IRB) human subjects approval in 

early March 2014 (#2014-0221), the researcher visited nine classes at a private university 

in the US (April 2014) and eleven Russian classes at a large public university in Germany 

(May, June 2014) to recruit participants from different curricular levels to get a wide 

distribution of Russian ability levels. The researcher explained the goals of the study, 

required time for participation, and distributed the study information sheets with the link 

to the background questionnaire (See Appendix F and G for the English and German 

form respectively). The flyer and the link were also sent to the participants per e-mail 

through their instructors. Students were asked to fill out the online background 
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questionnaire at home, which took them about five minutes. Following that, a meeting 

was scheduled for the administration of the Elicited Imitation Test. The EIT was 

administered individually to each student in a linguistic laboratory. First, the students 

were informed about their rights as participants and signed the consent form (See 

Appendix H and I for the English and German consent form respectively). Then they 

practiced the Elicited Imitation format with some English or German items and took the 

Russian Elicited Imitation Test. Each data performance was recorded in Recorder Plus8 

and saved under the identification number generated by participants in the background 

questionnaire. 

5.3.2.4  Analyses 

The researcher listened to and rated all performances using the scoring rubric and entered 

the data into SPSS together with the data from the background questionnaire. In addition, 

one Russian native speaker was trained using sample ratings of four test performances 

produced by the researcher, and rated half of the performances using the scoring rubric. 

In total, 49 tests were rated by the second rater, 24 from the US sample and 25 from the 

German sample. 

In order to explore the evaluation questions put forth above, a range of 

quantitative analytical approaches were conducted using SPSS and the many-faceted 

Rasch model programs FACETS and WINSTEPS. In order to come up with a 

combination of items that differentiates most accurately and reliably between learners of 

different levels of oracy skills in Russian (EQ1), descriptive statistics were calculated and 

                                                

8 https://itunes.apple.com/us/app/recorder-plus-hd/id499490287?mt=8  
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Classical Test Theory (CTT) analyses were conducted to estimate the reliability and error 

associated with the overall scores for 56 items. Furthermore, Rasch model IRT analyses 

were employed using FACETS software (Linacre, 1998) to enable a more exacting 

analysis of test and item characteristics. IRT provides a sophisticated item analysis taking 

into account the level of difficulty of each item as well as candidate’s ability on the skill 

the item purports to measure. Thereby, it allows researchers to “estimate the ability of 

candidates in relation to the entire universe of such items and the difficulty of the items 

for the entire population of prospective test takers” (McNamara, 1996, p. 153) and can 

thus provide a person-free measurement, indicating how well the items work regardless 

of the sample group (Bachman, 2004). Furthermore, IRT provides overall examinee 

separation indices, and standard error estimates, which indicate the extent to which the 

interval measurement scale modeled for the individual items distinguishes accurately 

among examinee ability levels. One-parameter rating scale model, with each item 

modeled as an item with four total possible points was used. Corresponding α equivalents 

were also calculated for each separation index. These analyses were done for different 

combinations of items, in order to determine the best combination appropriate for the 

intended test use. 

In order to investigate if the scoring rubric was used appropriately (EQ2), in other 

words if all points of the rubric were utilized, data from the IRT analyses was used. In 

particular, frequencies of the use of each score on the rubric were compared, as well as 

the distances between them. Furthermore, inter-rater reliability and agreement were 

calculated for two raters to investigate if the scoring rubric enabled similar ratings by 

different raters. Furthermore, analysis of inter-rater exact agreement ratios was conducted 
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for each item to provide evidence on the presence of items that were generally difficult to 

rate and lead to different scores. 

To investigate if the test functioned consistently, independent of the educational 

setting and L1s of the participants (EQ3), several analyses were conducted in relation to 

the items, scale, and the overall test. First, reliability analyses were conducted using 

Classical Test Theory and IRT analyses for two test administrations. In particular, 

Cronbach’s alpha and IRT reliability coefficients were calculated as well as standard 

errors. Second, in order to investigate the ability of the test to elicit a wide range of 

scores, score distributions were inspected using descriptive statistics and graphical 

analyses. Third, to investigate if the items were free of bias, Differential Items 

Functioning (DIF) analysis was conducted using WINSTEPS software. 

DIF occurs when some factor apart from the test construct affects the performance 

of one group but not the other. Hence, DIF identifies the ratio of individuals at the same 

ability level (determined by the person’s measure on the logit scale) who answer a 

particular item correctly. If an item measures the same ability in the same way across 

groups, the groups should display the same success rate regardless of their nature. The 

items that differ in success rates for two or more groups, at the same ability level, are said 

to display DIF (Holland & Wainer, 1993). DIF analysis does not explain why an item 

benefits one group over the other; it only shows that the difference is systematic to the 

groups and that the difference is mathematically significant. For this study, DIF analysis 

was conducted in order to make sure that there were no items that were biased for either 

of the learner groups. 
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Finally, in order to address the extrapolation inference, the relationships between 

the scores on the EIT and several predictors of L2 proficiency were investigated, namely 

the age of first exposure to Russian, the length of studying Russian, study/residence 

abroad, and frequency of Russian use (EQ4), all investigated by means of correlational 

analysis. Furthermore, correlations were calculated between students’ self-assessments of 

the four skills and EIT scores (EQ5). Table 6 provides an overview of analytical 

procedures used in the study in relation to the five evaluation questions. 

Table 6. Overview of analytical procedures 

Evaluation question Methods of data analysis 

EQ 1 Descriptive statistics 

Score distributions 

Rasch analysis 

EQ 2 IRT scale analysis 

Inter-rater reliability analysis 

Inter-rater exact agreement analysis 

EQ 3 Reliability analyses 

Score distributions 

Differential Item Functioning  

EQ 4 Correlational analysis 

EQ 5 Correlational analysis 
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5.3.3  Results 

In this chapter, the results of the data analyses are reported based on the evaluation 

questions proposed earlier. 

5.3.3.1  Compiling the final combination of EIT items (EQ 1) 

Evaluation Question 1 sought to find a combination of items that would differentiate 

most accurately and reliably between learners of different levels of oracy in Russian. 

First, in order to investigate the differentiation abilities of the EIT for the combined 

sample, descriptive statistics were calculated based on the observed total scores of 97 

test-takers. Descriptive statistics of the total scores are displayed in Table 7. 
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics: Total scores EIT (US and Germany, k = 56) 

  Total score 

N Valid 97 

 Missing 0 

k  56 (224 points) 

Mean  129.38 

Trimmed Mean  129.61 

Std. Error of Mean  5.11 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 129.61 

Upper Bound 139.53 

Median  133 

SD  50.34 

Min  38 

Max  215 

Range  177 

Variance  2534.48 

Skewness  -0.69 

Std. Error of Skewness  0.25 

Kurtosis  -1.15 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  0.49 

Cronbach’s Alpha  0.98 

For the overall performance of all participants (N = 97) on the Russian EIT comprised of 

56 items, the distribution statistics, together with the histogram (Figure 10), show that out 
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of a possible total score of 224, scores ranged between 38 and 215, spreading over a 

range of 177 points. Within this range more test-takers were placed towards the higher 

end of the distribution as indicated by the slight negative skewness (-0.69) and kurtosis (-

1.15) values as well as the mean of 129.38. Despite the negative skewness and kurtosis, 

the non-significant result of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic (Z = 0.08, p = 0.17) 

indicated reasonable normality (See Table 8). Thus, although bunched slightly more to 

the right, the scores appeared to be reasonably normally distributed. The Cronbach’s 

alpha value showed a reliability estimate of α = 0.98, indicating that the test distinguishes 

among examinees with very high consistency. 

 

Figure 10. Histogram for total scores on EIT (US and Germany; k = 56; total score 224) 
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Table 8. EIT: One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test (k = 56) 

N 97 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 0.08 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.17 

In order to provide additional information regarding the qualities of each item, Item 

Response Theory analysis (Rasch analysis) for response patterns on the EIT were 

conducted using one-parameter rating scale model. Figure 11 provides graphic displays 

of both item measures and examinee measures according to the common interval scale 

resulting from Rasch model analysis for the combined sample. Both facets are mapped on 

the true interval logit scale: Examinees are placed on the left-hand side of the scale 

(column 2), items are displayed on the right-hand side of the dividing line (column 3). 

Each star represents one examinee; thus, more proficient examinees are placed at the top 

of the column and less proficient at the bottom of the column. Item difficulty increases 

from the bottom of the column to its top. Thus, more able examinees and harder items are 

at the top of the figure. 

As can be seen in Figure 11, ability estimates of the participants were widely 

distributed across the scale; in other words, the majority of examinee ability levels were 

captured within the range of item difficulty estimates. Item 52 appeared to be the hardest, 

whereas items 3, 4, 11, 1, and 13 appeared to be the easiest for the combined sample. 

Some of the examinees appeared to be of higher levels of ability than the items could 

elicit, in particular, those participants whose ability level was between 2 and 3 on the 

logit scale. Rasch measures for the EIT comprised by 56 items could explain 68.68% of 

variance in the performance on the Russian Elicited Imitation Test.
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+---------------------------------------+ 
|Measr|+Examinees|-Items          |OVERA| 
|-----+----------+----------------+-----| 
|   3 +          +                + (4) | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     | *        |                |     | 
|     |          | 52             |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     | ****     |                |     | 
|     | *        |                |     | 
|   2 +          +                +     | 
|     | **       |                |     | 
|     | ****     |                |     | 
|     |          |                | --- | 
|     | **       | 53             |     | 
|     | **       | 55             |     | 
|     | *        | 21 56          |     | 
|   1 + ****     +                +  3  | 
|     | *****    | 42             |     | 
|     | *****    | 32 37 54       |     | 
|     | ****     | 44 50          | --- | 
|     | *****    | 38 40 47       |     | 
|     | *****    | 46 51          |     | 
|     | *        | 49             |  2  | 
*   0 * ***      * 31             *     * 
|     | ***      | 19 20 33 36    |     | 
|     | ****     | 14 15 25       | --- | 
|     | ****     | 35             |     | 
|     | ****     | 7  27 28 43 48 |     | 
|     | *****    | 30 34          |     | 
|     | *******  | 16 18 22 23 26 |  1  | 
|  -1 + *        + 2  9  24 39    +     | 
|     | *        | 5  29          |     | 
|     | ***      | 41             |     | 
|     | *****    | 8  45          |     | 
|     | *        | 10             |     | 
|     | ***      | 6              | --- | 
|     | ***      | 17             |     | 
|  -2 + **       +                +     | 
|     | *        | 12             |     | 
|     | *        | 1  13          |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     |          | 11             |     | 
|     |          | 4              |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|  -3 +          +                +     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     |          | 3              |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|     |          |                |     | 
|  -4 +          +                + (0) | 
|-----+----------+----------------+-----| 
|Measr| * = 1    |-Items          |OVERA| 
+---------------------------------------+ 
Figure 11. Examinee and item measures on FACETS ruler for EIT (N = 97; k = 56) 
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In order to come up with a combination of items that worked best for the target 

population of university-level learners of Russian and reduce the number of items, 

different combinations of items were tried out. Best-functioning items were chosen 

according to the following criteria:  

(1) The items should be of different difficulty to enable differentiation of the 

participants of different proficiency levels. 

(2) The items should have a high point-bisereal correlation with the total score and a 

low standard error. 

(3) The items should not misfit, and should fall in the acceptable infit and outfit range 

between 0.7 and 1.3. Overfitting items (Infit and Outfit MnSq < 0.7) can also be 

retained if other criteria are met. 

(4) At least one item of each syllable length should be included. 

(5) The test as a whole should not take longer than 10 minutes. 

The information on points (1) to (3) was taken from output of the IRT analysis of test 

performances of 97 participants on 56 items. See Appendix J, which shows item measure, 

standard error, infit/outfit, and point biserial estimates for each item. 

Analyses for combinations of different items were then conducted by performing 

several IRT analyses for different combinations of items and comparing IRT statistics 

(examinee separation reliability, variance explained by Rasch measures and estimated 

discrimination of individual items). The combination of 31 items (3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 

15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 24, 28, 29, 30, 32, 36, 38, 40, 42, 43, 45, 46, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53, and 

56) showed the best separation. Originally, the plan was to decide on 30 items. However, 

I decided to include item 52 (new item 29) because, due to its difficulty, this item alone 
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can be used to identify very advanced Russian speakers or Russian native speakers and 

this information can be useful if one needs to treat such learners differently. Figure 12 

provides graphic displays of both item measures and examinee measures according to the 

common interval scale resulting from Rasch model analyses of the new EIT (k = 31) and 

Appendix K shows item measure, standard error, infit/outfit, and point biserial estimates 

for each item. In the last column of Appendix K, the number of the original item out of 

56 is presented next to the new item number. For example, new item 5 corresponds to the 

original item 8 and new item 30 corresponds to the original item 53.  

The item report shows that the items, projected onto a logit scale, ranged quite 

evenly from -3.40 (item 1) to +2.65 (item 29) spreading over seven logits. It reveals item 

1 as the easiest and item 29 as the most difficult items on the test. Some of the items (1, 

2) seemed to be rather easy for the participants of this validation study, but since the test 

is supposed to differentiate between Russian learners of low ability levels too, these 

easier items were retained for future use. Furthermore, when the analysis was rerun 

without items 1 and 2, the reliability and separation ability of the test decreased slightly. 

Thus, it was decided to keep these items in the final version of the EIT. 

Most of the items showed high quality measurement attributes, with the exception 

of items 5 and 17 which seemed to be slightly misfitting but showed acceptable standard 

errors (0.15 and 0.14). The average amount of error associated with all items was 0.14 

which lies below 0.30 and therefore is not considered high (Green, 2011). The 

correlations between the easiest items and the total score seemed to be lower (e.g., r = 

0.29 for item 1 and r = 0.42 for item 2) than those of the items of average difficulty (e.g., 

r = 0.80 for item 6 and r = 0.86 for item 20). However, it is important to keep them in the 



 132 

final version of the test since the test might be employed in studies with a higher number 

of lower-level learners. In any case, the chosen combination of items could explain up to 

71.78% of the variance, around 3% more than the longer version of the test.
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+------------------------------------+ 
|Measr|+Examinees|-Items       |OVERA| 
|-----+----------+-------------+-----| 
|   3 + *        +             + (4) | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     | *        | 29          |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     | ***      |             |     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|   2 + ***      +             +     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     | **       |             |     | 
|     | *        |             | --- | 
|     | ****     | 30          |     | 
|     | *        | 13          |     | 
|     | *        | 31          |     | 
|   1 + *****    +             +  3  | 
|     | ****     | 23          |     | 
|     | ****     | 19 28       |     | 
|     | **       |             | --- | 
|     | ******   | 21 22       |     | 
|     | ****     | 25          |     | 
|     | ****     | 27          |  2  | 
*   0 *          *             *     * 
|     | ****     | 11 12 20    |     | 
|     | *****    | 9           | --- | 
|     | ***      |             |     | 
|     | ****     | 4  16 24 26 |     | 
|     | ***      | 18          |     | 
|     | *****    | 10          |  1  | 
|  -1 + ***      + 6  14 15    +     | 
|     | ***      |             |     | 
|     | **       | 17          |     | 
|     | ***      |             |     | 
|     | ***      | 5  7        |     | 
|     | *        | 3           | --- | 
|     | ***      |             |     | 
|  -2 +          +             +     | 
|     | ****     | 8           |     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     |          | 2           |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|  -3 +          +             +     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          | 1           |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|  -4 +          +             + (0) | 
|-----+----------+-------------+-----| 
|Measr| * = 1    |-Items       |OVERA| 
+------------------------------------+ 
Figure 12. Examinee and item measures on FACETS ruler for EIT (N = 97; k = 31) 
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Appendix L presents the IRT analysis information on the examinees for the new set of 31 

items. It shows that person ability estimates ranged from -2.51 (participant 9) to +2.93 

(participant 60) on the logit scale, indicating that examinees were spread across six logits. 

Thus, when compared to the item measures, it becomes clear that on average persons are 

situated about 1.00 logit higher than the range of item measures, suggesting that the test 

was relatively easy for some test-takers. In particular, as can be seen from Figure 12, 

there are no items that can capture students’ ability level equal to approximately 1.5 – 2.5 

logits on the examinee ability scale. However, in spite of this pattern, the results support 

the ability of the test to spread participants into a wide range of ability levels. When the 

analysis was rerun with the exclusion of participant 60 (a heritage learner) no 

improvement in the statistics was observed. 

A look at the descriptive statistics of the total scores of the EIT that was reduced 

to 31 items (displayed in Table 9) shows that it can elicit a wide range of scores and thus 

differentiate Russian learners of different oracy levels. 
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Table 9. Descriptive statistics: Total scores EIT (US and Germany, k = 31) 

  Total score 

N Valid 97 

 Missing 0 

k  31 (124 points) 

Mean  69.20 

Trimmed Mean  69.20 

Std. Error of Mean  2.91 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 63.43 

Upper Bound 74.96 

Median  67 

SD  28.61 

Min  19 

Max  119 

Range  100 

Variance  818.58 

Skewness  -0.1 

Std. Error of Skewness  0.24 

Kurtosis  -1.14 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  0.49 

Cronbach’s Alpha  0.97 

For all test-takers (N = 97), the scores ranged between 19 and 119 points out of 124, 

spreading over a range of 100 points. The average score of the population fell around 
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69.20, which is only slightly negatively skewed (-0.01). However, despite the slight 

negative skewness, the global scores are reasonably normally distributed, as shown by the 

histogram below (Figure 13). This observation is confirmed by the non-significant result 

(p = 0.20) of the one-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics (Z = 0.08) displayed in 

Table 10. 

 

Figure 13. Histogram for total scores on EIT (US and Germany, k = 31) 
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Table 10. EIT: One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test (k = 31) 

N 97 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 0.08 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.20 

Furthermore, in spite of the decrease of the test by 25 items, the Cronbach’s alpha value 

shows a robust reliability estimate of α = 0.97, indicating that the short version of the test 

also measures highly consistently. A difference of 0.01 in reliability between the longer 

and the shorter version is minimal taking into account that the short version of the test 

includes 25 fewer items. 

Thus, the analyses of the descriptive statistics and IRT analysis provided evidence 

that the new combination of items can consistently spread out participants of different 

ability levels. However, there are only few items that seem to be contributing well to 

distinguishing among the highest level of learners which has to be considered for the use 

of the developed EIT.  

All the subsequent analyses were performed on the new set of 31 items. 

5.3.3.2  Functioning of the scoring rubric (EQ 2) 

Evaluation Question 2 sought to challenge the scoring inference and investigated if the 

scoring rubric was used appropriately. First, the ratings were analyzed to find out if all 

points of the rubric were utilized by two raters. Table 11 from the IRT analysis shows the 

frequency of use of each point on the scale by each rater. 
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Table 11. Frequency of use of rubric scales (Rater 1 and 2, N = 49, k = 31) 

Score Category counts % used Aver. measure 

 Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 1 Rater 2 

0 278 252 19 17 -1.76 -1.79 

1 236 293 16 20 -0.90 -0.95 

2 344 315 23 21 0.23 0.31 

3 114 128 8 9 1.00 1.14 

4 516 500 35 34 2.25 2.29 

The frequency statistics based on the choice of points on the scale by two raters showed 

that scores 0, 1, and 2 were used in a relatively balanced pattern by both raters, each 

being utilized about 20% of the time. A score of 3 was chosen the least (8% by rater 1 

and 9% by rater 2) of all and this can also be seen in Figures 14 and 15 since the item 

information value for curve 3 is the lowest. A score of 4 was used most frequently which 

can be explained by the fact that some of the items were easy for a large number of 

students in both population samples, and almost everyone scored highly on them. 
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Figure 14. Probability curves for rater 1 

 

Figure 15. Probability curves for rater 2 

Average measures from the Rasch analysis as shown in Table 12 provide two pieces of 

information about the use of the rubric. First, good consistency was found in terms of the 

interaction between the rater and the scale point measure estimates, showing that the 
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description of each score in the rubric was understood as intended. Second, rather 

balanced distances between the average measures of the scales by two raters were found. 

The results indicated that it is as difficult to get from one score to the adjacent score for 

the lower scores (e.g., from score 0 to score 1) as well as for the higher scores on the 

rubric (e.g., from score 2 to score 3). The average distance between the measures is 

around 1 logit for both raters, which indicates that the scale is quite balanced and 

functions fairly well as an ordinal scale with equal distances between the points. 

Table 12. Difference between average measures of the scales by two raters 

Score Rater 1 Rater 2 

0 - 1  0.86 0.84 

1 - 2 1.13 1.26 

2 - 3 0.77 0.83 

3 - 4 1.25 1.15 

Average 1.00 1.02 

In order to make further inferences about the functioning of the scoring rubric and raters’ 

behavior, inter-rater exact agreement and inter-rater reliability were calculated for each 

item. Table 13 displays the exact agreement on each item between two raters in percent 

as well as Pearson Product-Moment coefficients between the two ratings on each item.  
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Table 13. Inter-rater exact agreement and inter-rater reliability 

Item new Item original Inter-rater- 
agreement (%) 

Inter-rater 
reliability (r) 

1 i3 94 0.90 
2 i4 84 0.78 
3 i6 90 0.95 
4 i7 78 0.90 
5 i8 73 0.92 
6 i9 78 0.93 
7 i10 88 0.96 
8 i12 88 0.77 
9 i15 90 0.97 
10 i16 86 0.96 
11 i19 90 0.96 
12 i20 90 0.99 
13 i21 84 0.96 
14 i24 90 0.96 
15 i28 82 0.92 
16 i29 94 0.96 
17 i30 96 0.98 
18 i32 76 0.93 
19 i36 84 0.96 
20 i38 88 0.98 
21 i40 84 0.97 
22 i42 90 0.97 
23 i43 92 0.93 
24 i45 84 0.94 
25 i46 80 0.93 
26 i48 80 0.93 
27 i49 84 0.96 
28 i50 90 0.94 
29 i52 86 0.88 
30 i53 90 0.96 
31 i56 82 0.94 
Average  86 0.94 
Note: N = 49 

The inter-rater agreement analysis showed that on average two raters provided exact 

agreement 86% of the time, displaying a high agreement most of the time for most of the 

items. The lowest agreement was on items 5 and 18 on which raters agreed in 73 and 76 
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percent of their ratings. Items 16 and 17 received the highest agreement since the raters 

agreed in 94 and 96 percent of their ratings on these items. 

The inter-rater reliability analysis showed rather high correlations between the 

scorings on each item (average correlation of r = 0.94). The correlations indicated that the 

raters’ scoring patterns occurred in similar directions. The highest correlations (r = 0.97, r 

= 0.98) were found on items 9, 17, 21, and 22. Lower correlations found on items 2 and 8 

(r = 0.78, r = 0.77) are still rather high and show the linear relationship of the ratings. 

Lastly, the rater report from the IRT analysis as shown in Table 14 was analyzed 

to investigate the consistency of each rater. 

Table 14. Raters measurement report 

IRT statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 

Observed average 2.31 2.19 

Fair (M) average 2.23 2.20 

Measure -0.41 -0.38 

Real S.E. 0.03 0.03 

Infit MnSq 0.99 0.95 

Outfit ZStd. -0.10 -1.30 

Outfit MnSq 1.02 1.02 

Infit ZStd. 0.30 0.30 

The analysis indicated a low standard error (0.03) and a high consistency of each rater 

individually. Furthermore, there was almost no detectable difference between the raters 

on the whole. Also, the fact that they both had very similar “measure” values (-0.41 for 

rater 1 and -0.38 for rater 2) on a scale of logits that spread out examinees and items 
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across 6-7 logit points is very convincing evidence for the raters and the use of the rating 

scale, in terms of their consistency. 

5.3.3.3  Generalizability of the EIT scores (EQ 3) 

Evaluation Question 3 investigated the generalization inference and asked if the Russian 

EIT functions consistently from one occasion to the other independent of the educational 

setting and L1 of the participants. In other words, the assumption is to be tested if the EIT 

overall and the individual items function consistently in two educational settings. 

  First, reliability analyses of the Elicited Imitation Test were conducted for the US 

and German samples separately. For this comparison, both classical test theory and item 

response theory reliability estimates were calculated (Table 15). 

Table 15. Reliability estimates for EIT (k = 31) 

Statistic US (N = 47) GER (N = 50) 

α 0.97 0.97 

SEM (+/-) 4.00 4.14 

IRT examinee separation 6.21 5.45 

IRT separation reliability 0.96 0.97 

IRT standard error  0.23 0.26 

Note: Total score is 124 

As can be seen in Table 15 very high Cronbach’s α reliability estimates (0.97) for both 

administrations of the EIT indicate that total raw scores were very effective at 

distinguishing consistently among individual examinees independently of the setting of 

test administration. The standard error of measurement provides an overall estimate of 
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the amount of error associated with an examinee score on a given administration. The 

average amount of error associated with the examinee score was around 4 points for both 

learning populations. Thus, if a participant scores 50 points out of 124 on the EIT, it 

means that we can be 95% sure that their total score lies between 42 and 58 points. 

A Rasch model IRT equivalent to test score reliability is provided by the 

examinee separation index, expressed in logit values. The higher the separation, the 

greater is the ability of the test to consistently differentiate individual examinees’ 

abilities. The examinee separation index turned to be higher for the US population 

sample, probably due to a slightly wider range of students’ language abilities in the US 

group. However, the IRT separation reliability remained very high from one test 

administration to the other (0.96 for the US, 0.97 for Germany), indicating a high 

consistency for both administrations. Similarly to classical test theory, IRT analysis also 

provides an estimation of standard error, however, it does so not in raw scores but in 

logits. The IRT error estimation can thus be interpreted only with the reference to other 

logit-estimates produced within Rasch model analysis. The average amount of error 

associated with the examinee on the logit scale was 0.23 for the US and to 0.26 for the 

German sample which lies below 0.30 and therefore is not considered high (Green, 

2011). 

Second, in order to investigate the ability of the test to elicit a wide range of 

scores, descriptive statistics were calculated and score distributions were inspected as 

well as the IRT person measures. Table 16 presents the descriptive statistics for two 

samples. 
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Table 16. Descriptive statistics for EIT for two groups (k = 31) 

  US Germany 

N Valid 47 50 

 Missing 0 0 

k  31 (124 points) 31 (124 points) 

Mean  64.77 73.36 

Std. Error of Mean  4 4.15 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 56.70 65.03 

Upper Bound 72.83 81.69 

Median  66 73 

SD  27.46 29.32 

Min  19 23 

Max  116 119 

Range  97 96 

Variance  753.97 859.42 

Skewness  -0.11 0.01 

Std. Error of Skewness  0.35 0.33 

Kurtosis  -1.11 -1.34 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  0.68 0.66 

A look at the descriptive statistics of the total scores displayed in Table 16 reveals that in 

general test-takers in the US sample appeared to be of different proficiency levels. For all 

test-takers (N = 47), the scores ranged between 19 and 116 points, spreading over a range 

of 97 points. The average score of the population fell around 64.77, which is only slightly 
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negatively skewed (-0.11). The results of the descriptive statistics for the total scores in 

the German sample indicated that Russian learners in the German setting also appeared to 

be of different proficiency levels. For all test-takers (N = 50), the scores ranged between 

23 and 119 points, spreading over a range of 96 points. The average score of the 

population fell around 73.36 showing a relatively normal distribution. However, two 

apparent modes indicate a binomial nature of the German sample. The histograms below 

(Figure 16 and 17) show the score distribution in both populations. 

 

Figure 16. Histogram for total scores on EIT (US) 
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Figure 17. Histogram for total scores on EIT (Germany) 

Despite slight differences in the frequency distribution of the total scores in two samples, 

which can be explained by slightly unequal distribution of students of different ability 

levels in two settings (more students in the German sample were enrolled into more 

advanced Russian courses), the ability of the test to elicit performances of different 

ability levels is apparent. 

The third criterion of to determine similarity in test functioning is the absence of 

items that indicate bias. In order to make sure if the items in the Russian EIT are free of 

bias, differential item analysis was conducted using the WINSTEPS software. Items that 

indicate bias have two statistical characteristics. First, the DIF contrast defined as the 

difference in difficulty of the item between the two groups should be at least 0.5 logits for 
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DIF to be noticeable. DIF contrast can also be regarded as “the ‘effect size’ in logits” 

(WINSTEPS tutorial9, n.p.). Second, biased items have a t-value of 1.96 or more and a 

probability of 0.05 or less (Draba, 1977). The t-test is a two-sided test for the difference 

between two item difficulty estimates based on the standard error of the estimates. When 

a DIF analysis is conducted, one hypothesizes that an item has the same difficulty for two 

groups except for measurement error. The probability means the chance of observing a 

certain amount of DIF contrast by chance, when there is no systematic item bias effect.  

Figure 18 shows the difficulty of 31 items for each education setting. The star (*) 

indicates the baseline measures (no DIF), corresponding to the dashed line. The black 

line shows the item difficulty for the German sample and the grey line shows the item 

difficulty for the US sample. Figure 19 presents the information on DIF contrast relative 

to the overall item measures in logits. Finally, Figure 20 presents a t-test of the item DIF 

against the overall item difficulty. 

As can be seen in Figures 18, 19 and 20 as well as Appendix M, the DIF analysis 

indicated only two biased items, that is items 7 and 17, with item 7 being on the lower 

border of a biased item. Furthermore, item 14 almost approaches the DIF value of a 

biased item. Clearly, most of the items functioned equally well for both learner samples. 

                                                

9 http://www.winsteps.com/winman/table30_1.htm  
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Figure 18. DIF measure  
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Figure 19. Target DIF contrast ( = DIF size) 
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Figure 20. DIF t-values 
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As can be seen from Appendix M and Figures 18 and 19 the biased items have a contrast 

size of 0.5 or more (0.50 for item 7 and 0.54 for item 17). Furthermore, their t-values 

almost reach or exceed the probability of 1.96 (-1.95 for item 7 and 2.02 for item 17) and 

these t-values are significant at the p-value of less than 0.5. So, for some reason item 7 

(Красная книга лежит на столе / There is a red book on the table) benefits Russian 

learners from the German context and item 17 (За бананы я заплатила 140 рублей / I 

have paid 140 rubles for the bananas) benefits Russian learners from the US context. 

5.3.3.4  Correlations between the EIT and Russian learning history (EQ 4) 

Evaluation Question 4 investigated the relationship between the performance on the EIT 

to several predictors of L2 proficiency, namely the length of studying Russian (LoS), 

length of study/residence abroad (LoRA), frequency of use of Russian (FoU), age of first 

exposure (AoE). The analysis was done to produce some extrapolation evidence of the 

relatedness of the EIT scores to learners’ Russian learning history and Russian use 

outside of the classroom and thus give some meaning to the EIT scores. 

The use of Russian questions on the questionnaire asked participants how much 

time they use the language with (1) parents or grandparents who speak Russian, (2) with 

Russian-speaking relatives, friends, or partners, (3) studying Russian independently, (4) 

watching or listening to Russian media, and (5) using Russian for work. For correlations, 

a combined variable was computed for the Russian use by calculating the average of the 

four questions that targeted Russian use. 

As can be seen from Table 17, moderate correlations were found between the age 

of first exposure to Russian, length of Russian study, the length of visit to Russian-

speaking countries, and language use with the EI total scores. 
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Table 17. Pearson correlations: EIT scores and Russian learning history 

 EIT score 

AoE -0.30** (0.00) 

LoS 0.40** (0.00) 

LoRA 0.28** (0.01) 

FoU  0.22*  (0.04) 

Note: N = 95, k = 31 

In other words, the results from the correlational analyses show that the longer 

participants studied Russian, the earlier they started doing it, the more time they spent in 

Russian-speaking countries, and the more often they used the Russian language outside 

of the classroom, the higher were their the scores on the EIT. The length of Russian study 

appeared to have the highest correlations with the EIT scores (r = 0.40**). This evidence 

of predictive validity is pointing in the right direction and supports that participants’ 

performance on the EIT is related to L2 proficiency in an expected way. 

5.3.3.5  Correlations between the EIT and learners’ self-assessment (EQ 5) 

In order to further investigate the extrapolation inference and examine the relationship of 

the EIT scores to different modes of L2 proficiency, EIT scores were correlated with the 

participants’ self-assessments of four language skills on a 5-point Likert scale. As can be 

seen from Table 18 high correlations were found between all four skills, with the highest 

correlations for speaking and listening skills. 
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Table 18. Pearson correlations: EIT scores and learners’ self-assessment 

 

Speaking Listening Writing Reading 

EIT (k = 31) 0.934** 0.929** 0.835** 0.866** 

Speaking  0.892** 0.827** 0.866** 

Listening   0.791** 0.840** 

Writing      0.879** 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Higher correlations with listening and speaking skills than with writing and reading skills 

show a closer relationship of the construct assessed by the EIT to the oral mode of L2 

proficiency and give support to the claim that the Russian EIT assesses the oral mode of 

L2 proficiency. It also seems closely related to the written skills which can be explained 

by the instructed setting where participants learned Russian.  

5.4  Discussion 

In this section I summarize and discuss the evidence for each of the inferences in the 

interpretive argument. The evidence is based either on the a priori decisions about the test 

format and procedures made before data collection or on the results of the validity 

evaluation study. 

Inference 1. Elicitation of test performance 

Elicitation evidence was addressed during the test development and piloting phase. First, 

the test procedure and instrumentation (timing and instructions) were standardized as 

described in the test development section to ensure that elicitation of performance is 

consistent. Second, the test procedure was trialed with native speakers and six learners of 
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Russian before the main data collection to make sure that participants understood the 

instructions and were able to perform on the test as intended. The piloting stage indicated 

that the EIT did not lead to unexpected behavior and could thus be used in that form for 

the validation study. 

Inference 2. Scoring/Evaluation 

Evaluation Question 1 sought to find a combination of items that would differentiate 

most accurately and reliably between learners of different levels of oracy skills in 

Russian. Results of the evaluation question 1 provide evidence that statistical 

characteristics of items were monitored through the test development and the best 

combination of items was chosen to form a norm-referenced test (A 2.1). Different 

combinations of items could have been chosen depending on the use of the test. Since the 

final version of the EIT is intended to differentiate between different levels of students’ 

oracy skills as described in the test use section, namely from low (Novice or A1) to high 

(Advanced/Superior or C1), 31 items of different difficulty levels were chosen. The 

analyses demonstrated the ability of the EIT comprised of 31 items to reliably elicit L2 

performance of different ability levels. First, high reliability coefficients provided 

evidence for the internal consistency of the test. Second, both descriptive statistics and 

IRT analyses showed a wide range in the total scores on the Russian EIT. 

If the instrument were to be used only with the lower-level students, a different 

combination of items could have been chosen. The information on the difficulty of each 

item is provided in Appendix K for the short and Appendix J for the long version of the 

EIT test. Researchers interested in conducting a study with lower-level Russian learners 

only can use the IRT information on item difficulty to compile a different combination of 
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items. Thereby, they would need to conduct a less comprehensive validation study and 

can use information from this dissertation to back their claims and decisions.  

If the EIT were to be used with more Advanced examinees, new items of higher 

difficulty and probably length need to be included. The analyses showed that there are 

almost no items that seem to be contributing well to distinguishing among the highest 

level of learners. It would therefore be reasonable to add more difficult items if the 

researchers assume that they have a large number of more advanced learners in their 

target sample. 

The evidence that the scoring rubric is appropriate, in particular that it was 

developed, trialed, and revised based on expert consensus (A 2.2) is presented in the 

section on the development of the scoring rubric, as well as in the section on the results to 

Evaluation Question 2. First, the effort was made during the developmental stage to adapt 

the original rubric developed by Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) for the Russian language. 

Second, improvement in the scoring rubric was made as a result of the inter-rater 

reliability and inter-rater exact agreement analyses. More specifically, more examples of 

elicited responses were added on the items with the lowest agreement and inter-rater 

reliability coefficients, that is on items 4, 5, 8, 15, 18, 25, 26, and 31. See Appendix P for 

the improved scoring rubric. 

The evidence that scoring is applied consistently was demonstrated by the high 

reliability coefficients from Evaluation Question 2, which sought to investigate how well 

the scoring rubric was utilized. First, scale analyses indicated that two raters utilized all 

points of the rubric and that the scale functioned well as an ordinal scale with equal 

distances between the points. Score 3 that was used least is a slight exception. Further 
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data on the use of the rubric needs to be collected to find out why it is the case; however, 

one justification of this pattern could be that a grammatical change in the Russian 

language frequently leads to a change in meaning. For example, a use of a wrong prefix 

immediately leads to a different meaning although the sentence is grammatically correct. 

In the sentence “За бананы я заплатила 140 рублей” (I have paid (perfective) 140 

rubles for the bananas) the omission of the prefix “за-” leads to a change of aspect giving 

a different meaning of the sentence, namely I (usually) paid 140 rubles for the bananas. 

The same issue concerns the use of wrong endings or the omission of a preposition. If the 

ending “–a” is omitted in the verb прочитала (read) the meaning of the sentence “Вчера 

я прочиталa интересную статью” (Yesterday I finished reading an interesting article) 

changes, since the subject of the sentence becomes male instead of the female subject in 

the original sentence. The question that then arises is whether grading criteria of the 

original EIT rubric should be adapted depending on the language structure of different 

languages. Since no previous study on Elicited Imitation Tests has revealed information 

on the frequency use of each point of the scale, the question of adapting the rubric and its 

criteria for different languages poses the need for a new empirical investigation. 

With regard to the consistency of using the rubric, the analyses indicated that each 

rater applied the rubric consistently. Inter-rater reliability and inter-rater agreement 

coefficients turned out to be quite high and the analyses revealed disagreements and 

lower correlations between the ratings on only a few items. These disagreements led to 

the decision to include more and better examples of assigning scores on the items which 

indicated lower correlations and lower exact agreement. 
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Inference 3. Generalization 

In this study generalization evidence was addressed at the planning stage of the validation 

effort as well as by conducting several analyses. First, evidence for the assumption that 

observations made in testing are representative of the universe of observations defining 

the testing procedures (A 3.1) is supported by the selection procedures in the validation 

study. The test was developed for use in experiments where participants would be 

recruited from Russian courses of different levels defined by the local curricula or 

frameworks (ACTFL, CEFR) in the US and Germany. Furthermore, the participants 

would have to accomplish at least one semester of Russian study. 

Information on the participants in the method section of the dissertation (5.3.2.1) 

reveals that the assumption was supported since the participants were recruited from 

different curricular levels in two educational settings. The participant section includes 

information on participants’ age, curricular levels, relevance of Russian to their majors 

and minors, highest level of education. This information reveals what kind of learners 

generalizations can be made about. Though the attempt was made to recruit a similar 

number of participants from each curricular level, as can be seen in the tables on 

curricular levels of participants (Table 2 and 3) fewer participants were recruited from 

lower levels (A1 and A2, N = 7) in Germany than in the US, where a total of eleven 

students were recruited from the first two curricular levels. That difference needs to be 

taken into account when discussing the results of the further evaluation questions. 

Since the EIT was not claimed to generalize over further populations of learners, 

in particular children or older populations, no participants were recruited from these 

populations. Therefore, no generalizations can be made about the use of the test for 
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children and older adult populations. If there is a theoretical reason to believe that the test 

would function differently in these learner populations, a new validation study should be 

conducted to gather further generalization evidence. 

The second generalization assumption that was satisfied during the selection stage 

was the assumption that the sample of participants was large enough to control for 

sampling error (A 3.2). As Eisner (1991) points out, sampling assumptions are rarely 

satisfied and ideally validation studies should include a very large sample. However, this 

validation study included enough participants (N = 97) for both descriptive and IRT 

analyses and it can thus be claimed that the sampling error was reasonably controlled for. 

The above mentioned two assumptions should ideally be satisfied for all 

validation studies. For this validation study, in particular, a further assumption needed to 

be addressed, since the Russian EIT is supposed to be used and claims to function equally 

well with Russian learners in Germany and the US. Thus, evaluation question 3 was 

additionally posed to investigate if the test functions consistently from one occasion to 

the other independent of the educational setting and L1s of the participants. Three 

subquestions addressed the assumptions of test reliability (A 3.3.1), differentiation ability 

(A 3.3.2), and functioning of individual items (A 3.3.3). 

First, the consistency of the test over occasions was demonstrated by the 

reliability analyses. The results of evaluation question 3.1 demonstrated high values of 

Cronbach’s alpha as well as high IRT reliability estimates. In addition, low standard 

errors found for both administrations supported the reliability assumption. Thus, it can be 

claimed that the EIT functions reliably in both settings. 
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Second, the test as a whole elicited a wide range of scores in two settings. Though 

fewer participants of lower levels were recruited in the German sample, a similar score 

range was observed in both settings. It can therefore be concluded that the test can be 

used with Russian learners in both the US and Germany. 

Finally, it was observed that the difficulty of the items does not change over the 

occasions and is independent of the educational setting and L1s of the participants. Only 

two items seemed to have characteristics of biased items. However, since one item 

benefited the German learners of Russian and the other item benefited American learners 

of Russian, in other words they were counterbalanced and did not advantage only one 

learner group, no actions were necessary to be taken in terms of excluding these items 

from the test, especially because the DIF values were not very high. 

Hence, three analyses demonstrated that the test worked equally well in Germany 

and the US. The generalization over other learner populations, for example, L2 Russian 

learners in China or Saudi Arabia is not claimed or justified by the validation study. If 

there are some grounds to believe that the test might function differently with those or 

other learners, a new validation study needs to be conducted with these learner 

populations. 

Inference 4. Extrapolation 

It might be argued that extrapolation evidence is not obligatory for the proposed test use 

since previous research has provided evidence that the EIT correlates with other 

performance-based tests of oral proficiency (See Chapter 3). Therefore, since the study 

described in test use section of Chapter 5 does not focus on proficiency itself and does 

not make claims about the development of L2 proficiency as a result of some 
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intervention, especially for practical reasons no evidence has to be sought to demonstrate 

a close relationship of the Russian EIT with other performance-based tests of Russian 

oral proficiency. However, since some extrapolation evidence can be elicited with the 

help of less time- and resources-consuming methods, such as questionnaires, two types of 

extrapolation evidence were sought in this study using a language background 

questionnaire. 

Evaluation question 4 investigated if there is a correlation between the length of 

studying Russian, length of study/residence abroad, frequency of use of Russian, age of 

first exposure, and the scores on the EIT (A 4.1). As predicted, scores on the EIT 

correlated significantly with the age of first exposure to Russian, length of Russian study, 

and the length of visit to Russian-speaking countries. However, since the correlations are 

rather low, it emphasizes the need of an alternative instrument as an indicator of L2 

proficiency, especially if it were used to intentionally inform interpretations about 

proficiency levels. 

Evaluation Question 5 provided further extrapolation evidence that relates to the 

mode of L2 proficiency (A 4.2). Correlations above 0.90 were found between the EIT 

scores and participants’ self-assessment of speaking and listening skills. Correlations 

above 0.80 were found between the EIT scores and participants’ self-assessment of 

reading and writing skills. One would probably predict lower correlations with the EIT 

and participants’ self-assessments of language skills in the written modality since the 

construct of the EIT is not supposed to measure L2 written proficiency. High correlations 

can, however, be explained by the fact that the students in two settings could have had 
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similar levels of L2 proficiency in both modes based on the type of Russian learning they 

were engaged in (i.e., instructed, university L2 acquisition). 

One observation can be made with regard to using correlational analysis for 

gaining extrapolation evidence. It was possible for this study only because students in the 

recruited sample differed greatly in terms of their Russian learning history. If the 

validation study were to be conducted with students of Russian currently enrolled into 

one curricular level (e.g., the 3rd  semester of Russian study only) with little to no 

variation in previous experience in learning Russian, the needed distribution and 

variability in scores would not be appropriate for conducting correlational analysis. 

Furthermore, correlational analysis cannot predict how many points of the EIT 

correspond approximately to what level of L2 oral proficiency. 

If the EIT scores were claimed to represent a certain level of L2 proficiency as 

defined by a particular framework, extrapolation evidence would definitely gain more 

weight. As a result, more time and resources would need to be put into the validation 

study. Not only the relation between the EIT and other standardized performance-based 

tests would need to be demonstrated but also EIT cut-score bands would have to be 

identified that would correspond to certain levels of L2 proficiency (as shown in 

validation study 2 in Chapter 6). 

Inference 5. Utilization  

The evidence on inferences 1 through 4 provided support to the claim that SLA 

researchers can use the Russian EIT scores as a covariate for group-comparison studies 

that deal with oral language skills (A 5.1) since each of the inferences was supported. The 

validation study presented evidence that, assuming that the scoring rubric is followed 
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carefully, the test can produce a reliable score that reflects different levels of oracy in 

Russian. The test can be used for similar purposes assuming the context is similar and 

administration and scoring procedures are followed precisely. 

Though rather high correlations were found between the EIT and participants’ 

self-assessment of writing and reading skills, the EIT cannot be used as an instrument to 

control for L2 written proficiency or general language proficiency in the written mode. 

First, the Elicited Imitation format does not test many of the language skills relevant for 

writing (orthography) or reading (alphabet and reading strategies). Second, high 

correlations can be explained by the fact that the students in the study sample likely had 

similar levels of proficiency in the written and oral mode. Furthermore, the test validated 

for the above mentioned interpretation cannot be used for making claims about the L2 

proficiency development or Russian proficiency levels of the learners, in other words, in 

studies where L2 proficiency is a dependent variable, since no fitting extrapolation 

evidence was gathered in this study. 

No evidence has been gathered for the justification of the second utilization 

inference, namely that the employment of the EIT for the intended use will enable 

benchmarking, replication, and generalizations across SLA studies in the Russian 

language (A 5.2.). To evaluate this inference, the EIT has first to be employed in multiple 

empirical SLA studies, and information about its usefulness needs to be collected from 

the users of the Russian EIT. However, since except for this test no publicly available 

EIT for Russian for research purposes is available, SLA researchers can utilize the EIT 

test validated in this dissertation for conducting research with Russian learners in the 

same test use context for the time being. The information about the test, including test 
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use, reliability, and validity is publicly available; therefore future test users can refer to 

this validation study and use the test for enabling comparisons between studies. 
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CHAPTER 6: VALIDATION STUDY 2 

In validation study 2 I claim that the Russian Elicited Imitation Test can be used for 

selecting participants for SLA studies, in other words as a predictor of certain levels of 

Russian speaking and listening proficiency. The intent is to generalize across studies, so a 

common frame of reference is needed and the Russian EIT might be used as a common 

frame of reference. Similar to validation study 1, I start Chapter 6 with a section that 

specifies test use and context. I then report on the development of the interpretive 

argument for this use followed by the appraisal stage of the evaluation of the EIT, which 

seeks to challenge the interpretive argument. Finally, I discuss the results of the 

validation study in connection with the interpretive argument developed for the specified 

test use. 

6.1  Test use and context 

Two examples below describe possible studies in which Russian EIT might be used to 

select participants to the research experiments on the basis of their (a) speaking or (b) 

listening skills. 

(a) In study 1 a group of researchers in an English-speaking university investigate 

linguistic correlates of oral L2 proficiency in Russian. For this, they would need to recruit 

language learners of different levels of Russian proficiency. To determine participants’ 

levels of speaking proficiency, researchers would ideally have an independent test of L2 

oral proficiency. Since using an OPI or SOPI is rather time-consuming and potentially 

expensive, Russian EIT can be used as a proxy measure of Russian speaking skills and as 

an instrument that would enable the prediction of participants’ speaking levels in Russian 

on the ACTFL speaking proficiency scale. 
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(b) In study 2 a group of researchers working in the US investigates the 

relationship between second language listening and several task and listener 

characteristics, such as task difficulty, working memory, and learners’ L2 anxiety. The 

researchers would like to limit their study to intermediate proficiency Russian learners 

only and manipulate the task characteristics of an intermediate level task. In order to 

select participants for their study, they would need to employ a test that can determine if 

the participants are actually on the intermediate level of L2 listening proficiency. Since 

there are no publicly available tests of listening skills in Russian, one might consider 

using an EIT as a proxy measure of listening skills. 

6.2  The developmental stage: Creating the test and the interpretive argument 

6.2.1  Test development 

Development of the EIT is described in detail in Chapter 5 in the section on test 

development of the EIT (5.2.1).  

Though the Elicited Imitation Test validated in this study is the same, because the 

test use and score interpretation are different in validation study 2, a new interpretive 

argument needs to be developed for the proposed test use. 

6.2.2  Interpretive argument 

Inference 1. Elicitation of test performance 

Test procedure and instrumentation are standardized and trialed. The delivery of the test 

works and the sound quality is good. The EIT does not lead to unexpected behavior. 

Elicitation of performance is consistent. Participants understand the instructions and are 

able to perform on the EIT as intended. 
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Inference 2. Scoring/Evaluation 

A 2.1  The scoring rubric is developed, trialed, and revised based on expert consensus. 

A 2.2  The scoring is applied consistently. Disagreements on the scoring are resolved by 

consensus to achieve 100% agreement between raters. 

Inference 3. Generalization 

A 3.1  The observations made in testing are representative of the universe of 

observations: The test scores reflect high reliability with the target population (i.e., future 

or prototypical test-takers). 

A 3.2  The sample is large enough to reduce sampling error to reasonable levels. 

Inference 4. Extrapolation 

A 4.1  Relationship between the EIT and the Russian Speaking Test (RST): 

A 4.1.1  There are high correlations between the EIT scores and learners’ oral 

proficiency levels identified by the RST. 

A 4.1.2  Participants’ scores on the EIT can predict their speaking proficiency 

levels on the RST. 

A 4.1.3  The identified EIT cut scores are accurate for predicting RST levels. 

A 4.1.4  Mean values on the CAF measures differ substantially between the 

proficiency levels determined by the EIT cut scores.  

A 4.1.5  There are expected correlations between the mean values on the CAF 

measures and the EIT scores. In particular, high correlations are observed 

between EIT and syntactic complexity measured by the mean length of AS-unit 

and lexical complexity measured by Giraud’s index, as well as both measures of 

accuracy (percentage of error-free clauses and percentage of error free finite 
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verbs) and fluency (pruned speech rate and number of words). Low correlations 

are expected between the EIT and two other measures of syntactic complexity, 

namely mean length of clause and clauses per AS-unit. 

A 4.2  Relationship between the EIT and a test of general listening comprehension ability 

in Russian (LCT): 

A 4.2.1  Since the LCT used in the study only targets the intermediate level (B1), 

there are only moderate correlations between the EIT scores and learners’ scores 

on the LCT. 

A 4.2.2  Participants’ scores on the EIT can predict their scores on the LCT. 

A 4.3  There are moderate correlations between the participants’ EIT scores and their 

scores on a measure of Russian literacy skills. 

Inference 5. Utilization 

A 5.1  The Russian EIT can be used for the purposes described in the test use section of 

Chapter 6 assuming the context is similar and scoring procedures are followed precisely. 

In particular, SLA researchers can use the test scores to select participants of certain 

levels of speaking and listening skills in Russian on the basis of the identified cut scores. 

The EIT test cannot be used as an instrument to control for L2 written proficiency or 

general language proficiency in the written mode. Furthermore, the test validated for the 

above interpretation cannot be used in studies where L2 proficiency is a dependent 

variable. When used as a dependent variable, more different types of interpretations 

would be made on the basis of the test scores and these interpretations should be 

evaluated in a different study. 
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Figure 21 presents the interpretive argument for the use of the Russian EIT as a 

predictor of certain levels of speaking and listening proficiency.
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Figure 21. Interpretive argument 2: EIT as a predictor of speaking and listening 
proficiency 

CONCLUSION: SLA researchers can use the test scores to select participants of certain levels 
of speaking and listening skills in Russian on the basis of the identified cut scores. The EIT test 
cannot be used as an instrument to control for L2 written proficiency or general language 
proficiency in the written mode. Furthermore, the test cannot be used in studies where L2 
proficiency is a dependent variable. 

1.1 There are high correlations between the EIT scores and 
learners’ oral proficiency levels identified by the RST. 
1.2 Participants’ scores on the EIT can predict their oral 
proficiency levels on the RST. 
1.3. The identified EIT cut scores are accurate for predicting 
RST levels. 
1.4 Mean values on the CAF measures differ substantially 
between the proficiency levels determined by the EIT cut 
scores. 
1.5 There are expected correlations between the mean values on 
the CAF measures and the EIT scores. 
2.1 There are moderate correlations between the EIT scores and 
learners’ scores on the LCT. 
2.2. Participants’ scores on the EIT can predict their scores on 
the LCT. 
3. There are moderate correlations between the participants’ 
EIT scores and their scores on a measure of Russian literacy 

1. The observations made in testing are representative of the 
universe of observations.  
2. The sample is large enough to reduce reasonably sampling 
error. 
1. Rubrics are developed, trialed, and revised. 
2. The scoring is applied consistently: Disagreements on the 
scoring are resolved by consensus to achieve 100% agreement 
between raters. 
 

Test procedure and instrumentation are standardized and 
trialed. The EIT does not lead to unexpected behavior. 
Participants understand the instructions and are able to perform 
on the test as intended. 
 

1. Oracy skills are critical for oral communication (listening 
and speaking). 
2. EIT can assess oracy skills. 
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6.3  Appraisal stage: Challenging the interpretive argument 

Since many of the assumptions listed above were evaluated in Chapter 5, in particular 

assumptions for the elicitation of test performance and scoring inferences, this validation 

study primarily focuses on the extrapolation evidence, that is, the new part of the 

interpretive argument. Furthermore, generalization inference will be addressed by 

evaluation question one, since in comparison to validation study 1, in validation study 2 

the Russian Elicited Imitation Test was administered in a group setting. 

6.3.1  Evaluation questions 

To validate the interpretive use argument the following evaluation questions were posed: 

1. Does the Russian EIT function reliably when conducted in a group setting? (A 3.1) 

2. Are there high correlations between the EIT scores and learners’ oral proficiency 

levels identified by the Russian Speaking Test? (A 4.1.1) 

3. Can participants’ scores on the EIT predict their oral proficiency levels on the 

Russian Speaking test? (A 4.1.2) 

4. What cut scores on the EIT predict learners’ performance on the RST most 

accurately? (A 4.1.3) 

5. Do the mean values on the CAF measures differ sufficiently between the proficiency 

levels identified by the EIT? (A 4.1.4)  

6. Are there expected correlations between the mean values on the CAF measures and 

the EIT scores? (A 4.1.4) 

7. Are there moderate correlations between the EIT scores and learners’ scores on the 

LCT? (A 4.2.1) 

8. Can participants’ scores on the EIT predict their scores on the LCT? (A 4.2.2) 
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9. Are there moderate correlations between the EIT scores and learners’ proficiency 

levels identified by the Russian C-test? (A 4.3) 

6.3.2  Method 

6.3.2.1  Participants 

Participants in validation study 2 were 67 students of Russian who attended Russian 

courses in a private university in the US. They were enrolled in seven different curricular 

levels starting from the second semester of Russian (1.2) to the Advanced Russian (6.1) 

course. Students in the second semester Russian 6-credit course were in the middle of the 

second semester of intensive Russian study. Students in the 3-credit Advanced Russian 

course, primarily PhD and Master level students, were placed there after taking the 

department placement test. Table 19 shows the distribution of the participants across 

different curricular levels in validation study 2. 

Table 19. Distribution of participants across curricular levels 

Curricular level 1.2 2.1 2.2 3.1 4.1 5.1 6.1 Total 

N 6 17 11 6 9 7 11 67 

Some of the students in validation study 2 also participated in validation study 1 and took 

the full version of the EIT test in the previous semester. Since there was a summer break 

between Study 1 and Study 2 it can be assumed that the participating students did not 

remember the sentences from the EIT and were therefore eligible to take part in study 2. 

Furthermore, since they definitely would not remember the grammatical features of the 
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stimuli after five months between the studies, it is very unlikely that they had any 

advantage over the students who took the EIT test for the first time. 

The population sample comprised a very balanced distribution of the participants 

across gender: 34 participants were male and 33 were female. With regard to first 

language, 52 students indicated English as their strongest language before the age of 5, a 

total of 13 students had L1s different from English (Armenian, Spanish, Turkish, 

Romanian, Polish, Chinese, and Gujarati) and two students indicated Russian as a their 

strongest language before the age of 5. When asked what their strongest language was at 

the time of the data collection, 63 students indicated English as their strongest language, 

three students indicated other languages and none of the students chose Russian as their 

strongest language. Thus, two students who were exposed to Russian in their families 

from their birth were heritage learners who indicated that their Russian proficiency at the 

time of the experiment was lower in comparison to their English proficiency. 

A majority of the students in the population sample (N = 40) was majoring or 

minoring in Russian. The other 27 students majored or minored in other subjects. Most of 

the students had either completed secondary school (N = 32) or had a Bachelors degree 

(N = 26). A total of 9 students in the sample had a Master’s degree. 

The mean age of the population sample was 23.15 years. One of the participants 

was not a typical Georgetown student, as her age was 62. Table 20 presents information 

on the age of the participants with and without this Russian learner, and Figure 22 shows 

the distribution of the participants according to their age without the outlier. 
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Table 20. Descriptive statistics: Participants’ age 

 Mean SD Min Max 

N = 67a  23.15 5.86 18 62 

N = 66b  22.56 3.36 18 33 

Note: a Before outliers were identified bAfter withdrawing outliers 

 

 

Figure 22. Participants’ age without the outlier 

As can be seen from the histogram, most of the participants were between 18 and 25 

years old, thus representing a typical university population in a US university. 
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6.3.2.2  Instruments 

Several instruments were administered to the participants of study 2. 

6.3.2.2.1  Background Questionnaire 

First, participants filled out a language background questionnaire that was also used for 

Study 1. The background questionnaire consisted of four sections. First, it asked 

participants about their first language(s) and their perceived L2 proficiency in other 

foreign languages, including Russian. Second, the questionnaire included questions 

regarding participants’ Russian learning history and use, specifically the length and 

context of Russian study, the age of first exposure to Russian, and Russian use outside of 

the classroom. Third, it asked for general background information, such as participants’ 

age, gender, and level of education. Finally, participants generated an identification 

number under which their EIT performances were saved. See appendix A for the 

background questionnaire. 

6.3.2.2.2  Elicited Imitation Test 

Participants took the Russian Elicited Imitation Test comprised of 31 items as described 

in detail in section 5.3.2.2.2 and investigated in Study 1. See Appendix N for the Russian 

EIT and Appendix O for the scoring procedures. Three other instruments were 

administered to the Russian learners to investigate the relationship of the Russian EIT to 

other tests of L2 proficiency, namely the Russian Speaking Test (a Simulated Oral 

Proficiency Interview), the Listening Comprehension Part of the European Language 

Certificate (TELC) for Russian on the B1 proficiency level, and a Russian C-test. 
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6.3.2.2.3  Russian Speaking Test 

The Russian Speaking Test was developed by the Center of Applied Linguistics in the 

Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview format and models the format of the Oral 

Proficiency Interview (OPI) used by government agencies in the USA to assess general 

speaking proficiency in a second language. The RST is scored according to the ACTFL 

Russian Proficiency Guidelines (ACTFL, 1988). The ACTFL scale defines oral 

proficiency as the ability to perform with respect to three areas: communicative tasks, 

context (or content areas) in which language can be used, and the accuracy with which 

the tasks can be carried out. ACTFL proficiency guidelines identify five major levels of 

proficiency across the four skills: Distinguished (D), Superior (S), Advanced (A), 

Intermediate (I), and Novice (N). In the version of the guidelines for which the Russian 

SOPI was developed (ACTFL, 1988), Novice and Intermediate levels are further 

subdivided into High, Mid, and Low sublevels (NL, NM, NH and IL, IM, IH 

respectively). The advanced level is further subdivided into Advanced (A) and Advanced 

High (AH). The SOPI format was developed to be used in situations where it is 

impractical or impossible to administer a face-to-face OPI and was shown to correlate 

highly with results on the OPI (e.g., Stanfield et al., 1990). 

The SOPI is a semi-direct, originally tape-mediated, performance-based test of 

oral proficiency. The RST exam uses several task types to gauge different aspects of L2 

speaking proficiency. It starts with a warm-up interview where a test-taker has to respond 

to some questions. Then there are four tasks in which pictures are used as a guide for 

responses followed by five tasks where students need to speak about five various topics. 

Finally, in the long version of the RST, students also respond to and elaborate on four 
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real-life situations. Each of the 13 RST performance-based tasks has a specific speech 

function associated with it such as asking questions, describing a place or activities, 

narrating in past time, giving simple information, making a supported request, stating 

advantages or disadvantages, giving an explanation, supporting an opinion, making a 

presentation, hypothesizing, and giving advice. 

There are two versions of the Russian Speaking Test. A short version of the test 

consists of a warm-up and seven speaking tasks and is administered to participants whose 

proficiency level is expected to be up to Intermediate-High. It includes four intermediate 

and three advanced tasks. The RST short form lasts about 25 minutes. The examinee 

speaks Russian during timed periods throughout the short form for a total of 

approximately 10 minutes. Examinees whose expected proficiency level is above 

Intermediate-High are required to take a long version of the test. It consists of four 

intermediate, six advanced, and three superior tasks and lasts about 45 minutes, with the 

examinee speaking for a total of approximately 20 minutes. 

Several aspects spoke in favor of using the test for the validation study. First, the 

RST can elicit different levels of L2 proficiency from Novice-Mid to Superior. Second, 

in comparison to an Oral Proficiency Interview, a SOPI is more practical in terms of its 

administration: several students can take the exam at the same time and the 

administration does not require participation of certified OPI testers. Furthermore, 

students can see the value of taking part in the test since they get a chance to practice for 

a test of the sort that they might need to take later in their career. By the same token, 

instructors consider this experience worthwhile and are eager to devote a lesson to it 

which definitely makes the process of data collection more economical. 
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RST performances are scored by certified raters who use the scoring instructions 

produced by the Center of Applied Linguistics (CAL, 1998). Each test performance gets 

a holistic score based on rating several aspects of oral performance: fluency, accuracy, 

content, and text type. Furthermore, the level of the task should be taken into account, in 

particular whether students fulfill task requirements at expected task level (S, A, IM) or 

elaborate on the task and are thus awarded a higher score on the task (S, AH, IH) or only 

minimally fulfill task requirements (S, A, IL). In addition, a performance is considered of 

a higher level than the level of the task when the participant raises level of the task and 

fulfills requirements of a higher task level or a performance is considered of a level 

below task level when the student fails to fulfill task requirements or addresses a different 

task at a lower level. First, a level is determined for each individual task and then a final 

proficiency level is assigned to the overall performance using the decision rules for 

assigning the global rating developed by the Center of Applied Linguistics (CAL, 1998). 

The detailed description of the rating rubric can be found in Appendix Q. 

6.3.2.2.4  Listening Comprehension Test 

The Listening Comprehension Test employed in this validation study was taken from the 

TELC for Russian on the B1 level of the CEFR which corresponds roughly up to the 

Intermediate-High level of the ACFTL proficiency guidelines (Slagter et al., 2009; 

Tschirner, 2005). Unfortunately, no standardized exam for the Russian language that tests 

listening comprehension at different levels of proficiency is publicly available. Thus, 

Level B1 was chosen for this study since it represents the intermediate level and is 

therefore not too frustrating for the participants from the lower curricular levels. 
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Furthermore, intermediate learners seem to be the most frequently investigated SLA 

population. 

A practice test from the preparation materials available on the TELC website10 

was used for the study. The TELC exam was chosen since it is a standardized exam that 

is commonly used to test L2 learners’ proficiency in a variety of languages in Germany 

and, since the test is unknown in the American context, it is highly unlikely that the test 

would be familiar to American students. The test consists of three tasks that target three 

different types of listening skills: listening for gist, listening for detail, and selective 

listening. Table 21 presents an overview of the exam and Appendix P has the actual 

questions that are also disclosed on the TELC website, so publicly available. 

Table 21. Overview of the listening exam 

Task Type of listening 

skill 

Nr of 

questions 

Points per 

question 

Total score 

Task 1 listening for gist 5  5  25 

Task 2 listening for detail 10 2.5 25 

Task 3 selective listening 5 5  25 

Task 1 tests students’ abilities to listen for gist and consists of five short monologues in 

which five speakers express their opinions on topics related to movies, cartoons, books, 

and television. Task 2 tests students’ abilities to listen for detail and consists of an 

interview with an image-maker talking about her profession. Finally, task 3 tests selective 
                                                

10 https://www.telc.net/pruefungsteilnehmende/sprachpruefungen/pruefungen/detail/telc-

russkii-jazyk-b1.html 
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listening and consists of five different announcements. All questions in the TELC exam 

are in the yes/no format. According to the TELC guidelines, in order to achieve a B1 

level in the listening part, learners need to answer 60 percent of the questions correctly, 

which corresponds to 45 points out of possible 75. 

In order to test listening comprehension independent of participants’ reading 

skills, all questions and instructions were given to the participants both in English and in 

Russian. 

6.3.2.2.5  C-test 

A Russian C-test was administered to students as the only instrument that tested their L2 

proficiency in the written mode. C-tests, like the classic cloze tests, are an 

operationalization of the principle of reduced redundancy testing (Klein-Braley, 1997) 

and have been developed and researched as indicators of general language proficiency 

among literate populations of learners. Research findings have repeatedly shown 

consistent measurement qualities and strong relationships of the C-test with other 

indicators of proficiency in several languages (e.g., Eckes & Grotjahn, 2006). A C-test 

used in the study was developed and validated as a placement test for a language center at 

a large public German university and consists of four C-test texts of between 75 and 100 

words. Each text is on a different topic and comes from an authentic source. A total of 20 

deletions of the second half of the words were made in each text summing up to a total of 

80 deletions for the whole C-test. 
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6.3.2.3  Procedures 

To recruit participants into the study, the researcher met with instructors of eight different 

Russian courses in a private university in the US in early September 2014 and explained 

the goals of the validation study. All of the instructors agreed to devote two classes to 

students’ participation in the research study if the students agreed to take part in it. The 

instructors gave a brief description of the study using the flyer sent by the researcher (See 

Appendix F2) and after the students agreed to their participation two sessions were 

scheduled for each curricular level. 

Data collection in all nine groups in study 2 took part during the usual class time. 

Two sessions were scheduled for each of the groups. The first session took place in a 

technology classroom. First, students were explained the procedures of the study as well 

as their rights as participants, and they signed the consent form (Appendix H2). Second, 

they filled out an electronic version of the background questionnaire in a google forms 

format. Then they took the Russian EIT and the Russian Speaking Test. All students 

started both exams at the same time. Thus, the test was administered in a group setting. 

One seat was always left unoccupied between the students so that they did not disturb 

each other during the completion of both tests. 

For both EIT and RST students were wearing a headset during completion of the 

tests. They listened to the tasks on the headphones and their performances were recorded 

by a microphone and saved in Quicktime under the identification number generated in the 

background questionnaire. For the Elicited Imitation Test, participants first practiced the 

EI format with some English items and then took the Russian Elicited Imitation Test 

which required about ten minutes. After a short break participants took the Russian 
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Speaking Test. In the original RST, examinees hear the instructions, performance-based 

tasks, and prompts from a master tape and follow along, reading these instructions in a 

test booklet. For this study the tape was digitalized and the test was administered to the 

students via computer. Each participant had a copy of a test booklet and a blank sheet of 

paper for taking notes. The RST test took 25 or 45 minutes depending on the curricular 

level. Before conducting the study, the researcher discussed the general level of the 

students in the class with the Russian instructors and we agreed on which version of the 

RST would allow the students to show their language skills best. 

The second session of the data collection was conducted in the usual classrooms 

where Russian classes took place and in close proximity to the oral tests. The listening 

comprehension task was administered to the students through the classroom audio system 

and students’ answers were collected in the paper-and-pencil format. The Russian C-test 

was also administered in the paper-and-pencil format. Figure 23 gives an overview of the 

stages of data collection in validation study 2. 
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Figure 23. Overview of the data collection 

The first session of data collection took all the classroom time, namely 50 minutes in 

seven groups and 75 minutes in the two advanced level groups. After the data collection 

was completed, students had a chance to ask further questions about the study or the 

individual tests, the Russian language or just communicate in Russian with the 

researcher. Since the study took part in the instructional time, no material compensation 

was given to students for their participation.  

Five of the participants were absent during the second session of data collection, 

thus only 62 data sets were available for investigating EQs 7-9. 

6.3.2.4  Scoring and analyses. 

Before data analyses, participants’ performance on the four tests was scored.  

Session 1 

Explanation of the procedure     
(4 min) 

Consent form (3 min) 

Background Questionnaire         
(5 min) 

Elicited Imitation Test (10 min) 

Short break (3 min) 

Russian Speaking Test         
(25/45 min) 

Session 2 

Listening Comprehension Test 
(25 min) 

C-test (20 min) 

Q&A session (5 min/25 min) 
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6.3.2.4.1 Scoring 

The author of the dissertation scored listening comprehension test and the C-test by hand 

using the answer sheets. A total of 67 EIT performances were scored by two raters 

individually following the procedures explained in the previous study. Out of 2077 scores 

that each rater gave for a total of 67 test performances, 101 cases of disagreement spread 

across participants and items were found. Though the difference in scores was only by 

one point for all cases, the decision was made to listen to the items again and come to an 

agreement about the rating until complete agreement was achieved for each test 

performance. Thus, the sentences which raters scored differently were identified and 

raters jointly listened to the performance until the agreement on the score was achieved. 

Students’ performances on the Russian Speaking Test were scored by two raters 

certified for rating RST. Two raters gave the same ratings for 41 performances out of 67. 

A total of 26 ratings differed by one sublevel. In cases of disagreement a third rater (a 

certified Russian OPI rater) was asked to listen to the performances and give her rating. 

This rating was used as the final rating for the validation study. Table 22 summarizes the 

types of scores generated by each assessment. 

Table 22. Types of scores generated by each assessment 

Test k Scoring 

EIT (31 x 4) 

124 

A total of 31 items on the EIT were rated by two raters 

individually. Disagreements on the scoring were resolved by 

consensus to achieve 100% agreement. 

LCT 75 The LCT consisted of 20 yes/no questions. Depending on the task, 
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Furthermore, RST performances of eight participants from three proficiency groups 

(Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced) identified by the EIT were transcribed and 

analyzed for CAF measures. In particular, performances on two tasks from eight learners 

within each proficiency range were transcribed for a total of 24 students: one 

intermediate and one advanced task.  The following section gives an overview of the 

CAF measures analyzed in the study as well as the basic unit of analysis. 

Basic unit  

Analysis-of-Speech (AS)-unit defined by Foster et al. (2000) as “ a single speaker’s 

utterance consisting of an independent clause, or sub-clausal unit, together with any 

subordinate clause(s) associated with either” (p. 365) was chosen as a basic syntactic unit 

to analyze the oral performance data. As suggested by Foster et al. (2000), the third level 

of inclusiveness of data was applied whereby only relatively complete units were 

analyzed. Such features as false-starts, repetitions, and self-corrections were excluded, as 

well as one-word minor utterances and one or two word greetings and closures. 

each response was scored with 2.5 or 5 points for the correct 

answer. The final score was the sum of all correct answers. 

RST  

(SOPI) 

7 / 13 

tasks 

Participants’ performance on the RST was rated by two certified 

raters. In case of disagreement between the raters, a third rater’s 

level decision was used as the final scoring.  

C-test 80 The C-test consisted of four texts with 20 items each. Each item 

was scored dichotomously (1 = correct, 0 = incorrect). The final 

score was the sum of all correct answers. 
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Complexity 

Two types of complexity were analyzed in the study: syntactic and lexical complexity. 

Syntactic complexity was measured by mean length of AS-unit and mean length of clause 

and thus inter-clausal and intra-clausal complexity were analyzed. The number of clauses 

per AS-unit was used as a further measure of syntactic complexity.  

Lexical complexity was measured by Giraud’s index which is calculated by 

dividing the number of different types by the square root of the number of tokens. Taking 

the square root of the type-token ratio takes into account sample length (Vermeer, 2000) 

and is therefore more appropriate for the analysis of the performance data which is of 

different lengths due to different proficiency levels of the participants in the study. 

Accuracy 

In the study two measures of accuracy were used. First, the number of error-free clauses 

was used as a general measure of accuracy. Thereby, different types of errors, committed 

in grammar, phonology, or pragmatics, were controlled for and a clause was considered 

error-free only if it did not include a single error of any type. Second, a specific measure 

of accuracy was used, namely a percentage of correctly used finite (conjugated) verbs to 

all verbs. This measure, despite being specific, was chosen because it is not task-specific 

and it was easy to code for. 

Fluency 

Two measures of fluency were utilized in the study. The first measure, overall 

productivity, was calculated by the total number of words on task excluding false-starts, 

self-corrections, and repetitions. The second measure, utterance fluency defined as “how 

fast and dense the produced language is in terms of the time units” (Tavakoli & Skehan, 
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2005, p. 255) was coded for the pruned speech rate in syllables. The pruned speech rate 

excludes false-starts, reformulations, repairs, and repetitions before relating the syllables 

to time, and thus measures ‘meaningful’ speech per time unit. Table 23 presents the 

overview of the CAF measures in the study. 

Table 23. Overview of CAF measures used in the study 

Category Subcategory Measure 

Complexity 
syntactic complexity 

mean length of AS-unit 

mean length of clause 

number of clauses per AS-unit 

lexical complexity Giraud’s index 

Accuracy 

general percentage of error-free clauses to all clauses 

specific 
percentage of correctly used finite verbs to 

all verbs  

Fluency 

productivity total number of words excluding false-starts, 

reformulations, repairs, and repetitions 

pruned speech rate number of syllables per second 

 

The CAF measures were first coded for each task individually. The values for the two 

tasks were subsequently combined and averaged to produce a more reliable measure of 

participants’ linguistic performance. 
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6.3.2.4.1 Analyses 

In order to explore the evaluation questions put forth above, a range of quantitative 

analytical approaches and statistical evaluations were conducted using the SPSS and 

FACETS programs. 

In order to answer EQ 1, namely whether the Russian EIT functions reliably, 

reliability analyses were conducted. First, Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated using the raw 

scores. Second, IRT reliability coefficients were calculated using FACETS. 

The rest of the analyses were conducted to evaluate the extrapolation inference for 

the EIT. To investigate the relationship between the EIT scores and learners’ oral 

proficiency levels identified by the Russian Speaking Test (EQ2) correlational analysis 

was conducted between scores on the two tests. High correlations were expected between 

the Russian EIT and the RST since both tests differentiate between a wide range of 

students’ abilities and measure partially the same construct. High correlations are the first 

evidence of the close relationship between the tests, however, correlations do not show 

how many points a Russian learner has to attain on the EIT to achieve a certain level of 

L2 proficiency on the Russian Speaking Test. 

To find out if participants’ scores on the EIT can predict their oral proficiency 

levels on the Russian Speaking Test (EQ3) and determine the cut scores for making 

differentiation decisions (EQ 4), several analyses were conducted. First, descriptive 

statistics were calculated on the EIT for each level identified by the RST, and Box-plots 

were created to present the descriptive information graphically. Second, a one-way 

ANOVA was used to conduct Analysis of Variance for the RST groups to investigate if 

there is an overall statistically significant effect of the ‘group’ (i.e., RST levels) variable 
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for the EIT scores. A one-way ANOVA is a flexible statistical model that incorporates a 

normally distributed dependent variable and one categorical or continuous independent 

variable. For this study, the RST level was an independent variable and the scores on the 

EIT were a dependent variable. Post-hoc analyses were conducted using Dunn-

Bonferonni adjusted p-palues to find out between which RST levels exactly the 

difference is statistically significant. After the initial EIT cut scores were set for different 

speaking levels by calculating the mean values between the confidence intervals, a cross 

tabulation test was performed to check the accuracy of the cut scores. The needed 

justifications were made by moving the cut scores until the most accurate prediction was 

achieved for the data available. 

Additional evidence was sought on the relation between the EIT scores and the 

linguistic correlates of proficiency extracted from the RST performances. First, 

descriptive statistics were calculated and the mean values on the CAF measures were 

compared for three proficiency levels determined by the EIT to investigate further 

evidence of predictive ability of the EIT scores (EQ 5) for various dimensions of L2 

speaking ability. Furthermore, correlational analysis was conducted to determine the 

magnitude of the associations between the EIT scores and the linguistic correlates of 

proficiency extracted from the RST performances (EQ 6).  

In order to investigate evidence of the relation between the construct measured by 

the EIT and the LCT (EQ 7) correlational analysis was conducted between the EIT scores 

and learners’ scores on the LCT. Since the LCT targeted only the B1 level of listening 

skills, only moderate correlations were expected. I also investigated the ability of the EIT 

to predict learners’ performance on the B1 LCT (EQ 8). For this, two analyses were 
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done: desctiptive analyses and a Kruskal-Wallis one-way Analysis of Variance with 

subsequent pairwise comparisons based on Dunn-Bonferonni adjusted p-palues. Kruskal-

Wallis compares the medians of two or more samples to determine if the samples have 

come from different populations. It is much less sensitive to outliers than a one-way 

ANOVA and is used when the distributions prove not to be normal. Since the score 

distribution on the LCT was not normal Kruskal-Wallis was preferred to its parametric 

alternative. 

Finally, correlations between the EIT scores and scores on the Russian C-test 

were calculated to look for evidence of discriminant validity, using an instrument that 

targets Russian literacy skills (EQ 9). Table 24 provides an overview of analytical 

procedures used in the study in relation to nine evaluations questions. 
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Table 24. Overview of the analytical procedures 

Evaluation question Methods of data analysis 

EQ 1 Reliability analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha, IRT reliability) 

EQ 2 Correlational analysis: EIT, RST 

EQ 3 One-way ANOVA, post-hoc comparisons: RST levels, EIT 

EQ 4 Cross-tabs: EIT cut-score bands, RST levels 

EQ 5 Descriptive statistics, Box-plots: EIT groups, CAF measures  

EQ 6 Correlational analysis: EIT, CAF measures 

EQ 7 Correlational analysis: EIT, LCT 

EQ 8 
Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance, post-hoc 

comparisons: LCT, EIT 

EQ 9 Correlational analysis: EIT, C-test 

 

6.3.3  Results 

In this section, the results of the data analyses are reported based on the evaluation 

questions proposed earlier. Since the first two inferences, elicitation of performance and 

scoring, were evaluated in the validation study described in Chapter 5, this chapter only 

evaluates the assumptions starting with the generalization inference. Before conducting 

any analyses, descriptive statistics were calculated for the EIT. 

For the overall performance of all participants (N = 67) on the EIT, the 

distribution statistics, together with the histogram (Figure 24), show that the scores 

ranged between 13 and 122 out of a possible total score of 124, thus spreading over a 

range of 109 points. Within this range slightly more test-takers were placed towards the 
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higher end of the distribution as indicated by the slight negative skewness (-0.21) values 

as well as the mean of 70.97. Very minimal negative skewness indicated reasonable 

normality of the score distribution. 

Table 25. Descriptive statistics: Total scores EIT 

  Total score 

N Valid 67 

 Missing 0 

k  31 (124 points) 

Mean  70.97 

Trimmed Mean  71.14 

Std. Error of Mean  3.23 

95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 

Lower Bound 64.51 

Upper Bound 77.43 

Median  74 

SD  26.47 

Min  13 

Max  122 

Range  109 

Variance  700.42 

Skewness  -0.21 

Std. Error of Skewness  0.29 

Kurtosis  -0.21 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  0.29 
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Figure 24. Distribution of EIT scores (N = 67) 

The interpretation of a normal distribution was also supported by the examinee and item 

measures on FACETS ruler according to the common interval scale resulting from Rasch 

model analysis for the 67 EIT performances displayed in Figure 25. On FACETS ruler 

both facets are mapped on the true interval logit scale: Examinees are placed on the left-

hand side of the scale (column 2), items are displayed on the right-hand side of the 

dividing line (column 3). Each star represents one examinee; thus, more proficient 

examinees are placed at the top of the column and less proficient at the bottom of the 

column. Item difficulty increases from the bottom of the column to its top. Thus, more 

able examinees and harder items are at the top of the figure. 
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+------------------------------------+ 
|Measr|+Examinees|-Items       |OVERA| 
|-----+----------+-------------+-----| 
|   4 +          +             + (4) | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|   3 +          +             +     | 
|     | **       |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          | 29          |     | 
|   2 + **       +             +     | 
|     |          |             | --- | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     | **       | 13 30 31    |     | 
|     | ***      | 22          |  3  | 
|   1 + ******** + 28          +     | 
|     | ****     |             |     | 
|     | **       | 18          | --- | 
|     | ****     | 21          |     | 
|     | ****     | 20 25 27    |  2  | 
*   0 * **       *             *     * 
|     | *******  | 26          |     | 
|     | *        | 4  9  12    | --- | 
|     | ******   | 23          |     | 
|     | *        | 11 14 17 19 |     | 
|  -1 + *        + 10 15       +  1  | 
|     | ***      | 6           |     | 
|     | **       | 24          |     | 
|     | ***      |             |     | 
|     | *        | 7  16       |     | 
|  -2 + ***      + 3  5        + --- | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     | *        | 8           |     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|  -3 +          +             +     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     | *        |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|  -4 +          + 2           +     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          |             |     | 
|     |          | 1           |     | 
|  -5 +          +             + (0) | 
|-----+----------+-------------+-----| 
|Measr| * = 1    |-Items       |OVERA| 
+------------------------------------+ 
Figure 25. Examinee and item measures on FACETS ruler for EIT (N = 67)
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As can be seen in Figure 25, ability estimates of the participants were widely distributed 

across the scale, in other words the majority of examinee ability levels were captured 

within the range of item difficulty estimates. Item 29 appeared to be the hardest, whereas 

items 1 and 2 appeared to be the easiest. Three of the examinees happened to be of higher 

levels of ability and the items could not distinguish much among those at this highest 

proficiency level, in particular, those participants whose ability level was between 2 and 

4 on the logit scale. Appendix S presents the IRT analysis information on the examinees. 

It shows that person ability estimates ranged from -3.46 (participant 14) to 3.87 

(participant 2) on the logit scale, indicating that examinee abilities spread across eight 

logits. As for the items, they also spread over eight logits, with the easiest item getting a 

value of -4.82 and the most difficult item getting the difficulty value of 2.26 logits. 

6.3.3.1  Reliability of the EIT (EQ 1) 

To investigate the generalization inference, both classical test theory and item response 

theory reliability estimates were calculated (Table 26). 
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Table 26. Reliability estimates for EIT (k = 31) 

Statistic US (N = 67) 

α 0.97 

SEM (+/-) 3.23 

IRT examinee separation 5.16 

IRT examinee separation reliability 0.96 

IRT standard error  0.25 

Note: Total score is 124 

As can be seen in Table 26 very high Cronbach’s α reliability estimates (0.97) indicate 

that total raw scores were very effective at distinguishing consistently among individual 

examinees during the test administration in the group setting. The average amount of 

error associated with the examinee score was around 3 points. Thus, if a participant 

scores 40 points out of 124 on the EIT, it means that we can be 95% sure that his total 

score lies between 34 and 46 points. 

A Rasch model IRT equivalent to test score reliability is provided by the 

examinee separation index, expressed in logit values. The higher the separation, the 

greater is the ability of the test to consistently differentiate individual examinees’ 

abilities. A high examinee separation index (0.96) indicated a high consistency of the 

Russian EIT. Furthermore, the average amount of error associated with the examinee on 

the logit scale was 0.25 which lies below 0.30 and is therefore not considered high 

(Green, 2011). It can thus be concluded that the EIT spreads students consistently without 

much error. Further evaluation questions address extrapolation evidence of the EIT 
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scores. Evaluation questions 2 through 6 examine extrapolation evidence for the EIT as a 

predictor of L2 speaking skills as measured by the RST. 

6.3.3.2  Correlations between the EIT and the RST (EQ 2) 

Before analyzing the relations of the EIT and RST, frequency statistics were calculated 

for the participants’ ratings on the Russian Speaking Test. Figure 26 presents the 

distribution of participants’ L2 oral proficiency levels measured by the RST. As can be 

seen from Figure 26, most of the participants in the study turned out to have an 

intermediate level of Russian speaking proficiency (N = 43). Within the major level of 

Intermediate proficiency, ten participants scored Intermediate-Low, 21 participants 

Intermediate-Mid, and twelve participants Intermediate-High. A total of 11 participants 

exhibited language performance that is characteristic of the Novice level and 12 

participants exhibited language performance that is characteristic of the Advanced level, 

with only one student achieving the Superior level on the RST. 

 

Figure 26. Distribution of RST ratings 
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To calculate the correlations between the EIT scores and learners’ oral proficiency levels 

identified by the Russian Speaking Test (A. 4.2.), following Stanfield et al. (1990), RST 

ratings were converted to a scale with weights assigned as displayed in Table 27. 

Table 27. Numeric equivalents for RST levels 

ACTFL/RST Level Coded as 

Novice-Low 0.2 

Novice-Mid 0.5 

Novice-High 0.8 

Intermediate-Low 1.0 

Intermediate-Mid 1.5 

Intermediate-High 1.8 

Advanced 2.0 

Advanced-High 2.8 

Superior 3.0 

Before calculating the correlations, the data were inspected visually for bivariate outliers.  
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Figure 27. Scatterplot: EIT and RST 

As can be seen from Figure 27, one participant was outside the 95% confidence intervals, 

however, since the distance from the upper boundary of the confidence interval was not 

very big, it was decided to keep the participant in the dataset.  

A rather strong positive correlation (r = 0.85) was found between the scores on 

the EIT and the numerical values that correspond to equivalent RST levels showing close 

relations between the constructs measured by the tests. 
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6.3.3.3  EIT predictive ability of speaking skills (EQ 3) 

In order to investigate if participants’ scores on the EIT can predict their oral proficiency 

levels on the Russian Speaking Test (A. 4.2.1) descriptive statistics were calculated and 

box-plots were created for the identified RST groups. 

Table 28. Descriptive statistics on EIT for eight RST levels 

 NM NH IL IM IH A AH S 

N 4 7 10 21 12 11 1 1 

Mean 22.50 37.00 56.60 70.90 84.67 90.27 108 115 

SD 7.05 6.90 14.88 17.81 11.16 11.64   

Min 13 28 31 38 66 78   

Max 30 47 76 100 103 118   

As can be seen from Table 28 and Figure 28, both mean scores as well as minimum and 

maximum values on the EIT increased with the increase of the ACTFL proficiency 

rating. An average difference of approximately 14 points was observed between NM and 

NH, IL and IM, IM and IH. The biggest mean differences were detected between NH and 

IL (19.6 points), as well as between A and AH (17.73 points). The smallest mean 

difference was observed between IH and A (5.6 points), though this number is very 

tentative because of the fact that the version of the RST used for the study does not 

differentiate between Advanced-Low and Advanced-Mid. 

 



 201 

 

Figure 28. Box-plots for EIT total scores for eight RST levels 

In order to investigate if there is a statistically significant difference between the 

proficiency groups, a one-way Analysis of Variance test was conducted excluding 

Advanced-high and Superior groups because of the low number of participants in these 

groups. Results indicated an overall statistically significant effect for ‘RST level’ on the 

mean ranks of the EIT scores, F (5, 65) = 30.45, p = 0.00, partial Eta squared = 0.721. 

Follow-up comparisons, based on Dunn-Bonferonni adjusted p-palues, as shown in Table 

29, indicated statistically significant differences between NM and all other levels but for 

NH, NH and all other levels but for NM and IL, IL and all other levels but for NH and 

IM, IM and all other levels but for IL and IH.  
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Table 29. Pairwise comparisons: RST levels and EIT scores 

RST level 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower bound Upper bound 

NM 

NH -14.50 8.75 1.00 -41.28 12.28 

IL -34.10* 8.26 0.00 -59.37 -8.83 

IM -48.40* 7.62 0.00 -71.71 -25.10 

IH -62.17* 8.06 0.00 -86.83 -37.50 

A -75.59* 8.15 0.00 -100.53 -50.65 

NH 

IL -19.60 6.88 0.09 -40.65 1.45 

IM -33.90* 6.09 0.00 -52.55 -15.26 

IH -47.67* 6.64 0.00 -67.98 -27.35 

A -61.09* 6.75 0.00 -81.74 -40.44 

IL 

IM -14.30 5.36 0.15 -30.72 2.11 

IH -28.07* 5.98 0.00 -46.36 -9.78 

A -41.49* 6.10 0.00 -60.16 -22.83 

IM 
IH -13.76 5.05 0.13 -29.22 1.70 

A -27.19* 5.20 0.00 -43.09 -11.29 

IH A -13.42 5.83 0.37 -31.26 4.41 

 

Because of the overlap of the confidence intervals for adjacent RST levels, sublevels 

(Low, Mid, and High) were grouped to form four main levels of the ACTFL speaking 

proficiency scale, that is, Novice, Intermediate, Advanced. The same analyses were rerun 

to compare the scores on the EIT for the main RST levels und thus get a higher number 
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of participants within each group. Table 30 presents descriptive statistics for four 

combined RST levels and Figure 29 displays the same information visually. 

Table 30. Descriptive statistics on EIT for main RST levels 

ACTFL 

level Mean  SD Min 

  95% Confidence Interval 

Max Std. Error Lower Upper 

Novice  

(N = 11) 

31.73 9.85 13 47 4.91 21.93 41.53 

Intermediate 

(N = 43) 

71.42 18.27 31 103 2.48 66.46 76.38 

Advanced 

(N = 12) 

99.67 14.88 78 118 4.70 90.28 109.10 

Superior 

(N = 1) 

122       

As can be seen from Table 30 and Figure 29, both mean scores as well as minimum and 

maximum values on the EIT increase with the increase of the RST level. An average 

difference of approximately between four levels is 30.09 points; the biggest mean 

difference is demonstrated between Novice and Intermediate level (39.69 points) and the 

smallest between Advanced and Superior.  
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Figure 29. Box-plots for EIT total scores for four RST levels 

Follow-up pairwise comparisons with Bonferonni adjusted p-values revealed that average 

EIT scores of students who belong to each main ACFTL proficiency level group differ 

statistically significantly from all other levels. 

6.3.3.4  Accuracy of the EIT cut scores (EQ 4) 

The information from the descriptive statistics was used to calculate the initial cut scores. 

In particular, the means between the upper and lower boundaries of the confidence 

intervals of the adjacent levels were used for determining the cut scores. The proposed 
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initial cut scores – Novice (10 – 54 points); Intermediate (55 – 83); Advanced (84 – 110); 

Superior (111 +) – were then evaluated in terms of their predictive accuracy. 

Cross-tabulation analysis was conducted to see how many participants’ 

proficiency levels were categorized correctly using the initial cut scores based on the EIT 

means between the upper and lower boundaries of the adjacent RST levels. Table 31 and 

Figure 30 present the results of the cross-tabulation analysis. 

Table 31. Cross-tabulation: EIT initial cut scores and main RST levels 

  

RST levels 

 Novice Intermediate Advanced Superior Total 

EIT 

cut 

scores 

EIT 10-54 11 6 0 0 17 

EIT 55-83 0 25 1 0 26 

EIT 84-110 0 12 9 0 21 

EIT 111+ 0 0 2 1 3 

Total 11 43 12 1 67 

Note: Correctly classified students are marked in bold 
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Figure 30. Bar chart: EIT initial cut scores and four RST levels 

As can be seen from Table 31, a total of 46 students (69%) were classified correctly on 

the basis the EIT cut scores into main RST levels. Thereby, six intermediate students 

(9%) were placed incorrectly into the Novice range and 12 (18%) were placed incorrectly 

into the Advanced EIT range. Furthermore, two advanced RST students were placed to 

the Superior range and one advanced student to the Intermediate range. 

To attempt more accurate distinctions, the upper boundary of the Novice range 

was lowered to 47 and the lower boundary of the Advanced range was raised to 90. Table 
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32 and Figure 31 present the results of the cross-tabulation analysis for the corrected cut 

scores. 

Table 32. Cross-tabulation: EIT corrected cut scores and main RST levels 

  

RST main levels 

Total Novice Intermediate Advanced Superior 

EIT 

cut 

scores 

EIT 10-47 11 5 0 0 16 

EIT 48-90 0 30 2 0 32 

EIT 91-110 0 8 8 0 16 

EIT 111+ 0 0 2 1 3 

Total 11 43 12 1 67 

 

 
Figure 31. Bar chart: EIT corrected cut scores and four RST levels 
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As can be seen from Table 32 and Figure 31, a higher number of students were classified 

correctly using the adjusted score achieving a 75% of accuracy in placement. These cut 

score bands were used to investigate further extrapolation evidence. 

6.3.3.5  CAF measures across the EIT ability levels (EQ 5) 

Evaluation Question 5 looked for further evidence of the relation of EIT scores, or to be 

more specific, between three levels identified by the EIT and CAF measures. In other 

words, it investigated whether mean values on the CAF measures differed between the 

proficiency levels identified by the EIT cut-score bands (A 4.2.2). To investigate this 

evidence, students’ performances on two RST tasks (one intermediate and one advanced 

task) from eight learners within each proficiency level determined by EIT cut scores were 

transcribed and coded for eight CAF measures: mean length of AS-unit, mean length of 

clause, number of clauses per AS-unit, Giraud’s index, percentage of error-free clauses to 

all clauses, percentage of correctly used finite verbs to all verbs, total number of words 

excluding false-starts, reformulations, repairs, and repetitions, and finally number of 

syllables per second (pruned speech rate).  

Complexity 

Table 34 presents the results of the descriptive statistics on the measures of syntactic 

complexity for three EIT ability groups and Figures 32, 33, and 34 display the same 

information visually. 
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Table 34. Descriptive statistics for syntactic complexity for three EIT ability groups 

 

Mean length of AS-unit Mean length of clause Clauses/AS-unit 

EIT  Nov.  Int. Adv. Nov.  Int. Adv. Nov.  Int. Adv. 

Mean 7.00 8.33 9.87 5.71 5.47 6.22 1.26 1.55 1.54 

SD 0.76 1.55 1.48 0.91 0.61 0.59 0.22 0.23 0.25 

Min 5.75 5.83 8.20 4.50 4.45 5.55 1.00 1.30 1.32 

Max 8.25 11.00 11.73 7.15 6.18 7.05 1.65 2.00 2.00 

 

 
Figure 32. Box-plot for mean length of AS-unit for three EIT ability groups 
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Figure 33. Box-plot for mean length of clause for three EIT ability groups 

 
Figure 34. Box-plot for number of clauses per AS-unit for three EIT ability groups 
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As predicted, the only measure of syntactic complexity that learners of three EIT ability 

groups differed in a linear manner turned out to be the mean length of AS-unit. From 

Figure 32 it is apparent that Russian learners who scored least on the EIT (Novice 

learners who scored between 10 and 47 on the EIT) produced the shortest AS-units and 

learners who scored highest on the EIT (Advanced learners who scored between 84 and 

110 on the EIT) produced the longest AS-units. The intermediate level learners, whose 

average values are clearly different from the Novice and Advanced groups, displayed 

highest variability producing a range of 5.17 points between the minimum and maximum 

values. 

As for two other measures of syntactic complexity – mean length of clause and 

number of clauses per AS-unit – the box-plots clearly demonstrate a non-linear behavior 

of these measures for three EIT ability groups. The mean length of clause increased for 

the Advanced EIT group but was rather similar for Novice and Intermediate groups. As 

for the number of clauses per AS-unit, it appears to increase from the Novice to the 

Intermediate ability group but goes down at the Advanced level. In other words, as the 

intraclausal syntactic complexity went up, interclausal syntactic complexity seems to 

decrease as reported on in Norris & Ortega (2009). 

Comparison of the descriptive statistics for lexical complexity for three EIT 

ability groups (see Table 35 and Figure 35) reveals that the average values of Giraud’s 

index, as well as its minimum and maximum values grew linearly from group 1 that 

consisted of Russian learners who scored least on the EIT (Novice learners) to group 3 

that consisted of that Russian learners who scored highest on the EIT (Advanced 

learners). With the exception of one outlier (participant 7), no overlap of confidence 
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intervals was observed between EIT ability groups which indicates that a score on the 

EIT can predict participants’ lexical complexity on an oral task and thus serves as further 

evidence of the relatedness of EIT scores to the L2 speaking proficiency. 

Table 35. Descriptive statistics for lexical complexity for three EIT ability groups 

 

Giraud’s index 

 

Nov.  Int. Adv. 

Mean 4.40 5.18 6.28 

SD 0.49 0.29 0.44 

Min 3.71 4.89 5.66 

Max 5.37 6.63 6.92 

 

 
Figure 35. Box-plot for Giraud’s index for three EIT ability groups  
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Accuracy 

The pattern seen for lexical complexity was also observed when descriptive statistics 

were calculated for two accuracy measures: percentage of error-free clauses (general 

measure) and percentage of correctly used finite verbs to all verbs (specific measure). As 

shown in Table 36 and Figures 36 and 37, the mean values on both accuracy measures 

increased from Novice to the Advanced EIT ability group. 

Table 36. Descriptive statistics for accuracy for three EIT ability groups 

 

% of error-free clauses % of correctly used finite verbs 

 

Nov.  Int. Adv. Nov.  Int. Adv. 

Mean 23.81 53.31 70.31 50.69 70.75 83 

SD 22.96 12.95 13.85 26.41 19.21 10 

Min 0 28 55 25 29 71 

Max 75 74 96.50 100 89 96 
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Figure 36. Box-plot for general accuracy measure for three EIT ability groups 

Out of two accuracy measures, bigger mean differences and smaller confidence intervals 

were observed for the general measure as displayed in Figure 36. Thereby, a larger 

increase in accuracy appeared to happen between the novice and intermediate ability 

groups (29.5%) than from the intermediate to the advanced group (17%). 

As for the specific measure of correctly used finite verbs, again a bigger mean 

difference was observed between EIT Novice and Intermediate ability group (20.06%) 

than between the EIT Intermediate and Advanced group (12.25%), with the Novice group 

producing the highest variability in the correct use of finite verbs. 
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Figure 37. Box-plot for specific accuracy measure for three EIT ability groups 

Fluency 

Finally, descriptive statistics were calculated for two fluency measures: overall 

productivity measured by the total number of pruned words produced on a task and the 

pruned speech rate measured by the number of pruned syllables per second. Table 37 and 

Figures 38 and 39 clearly demonstrate a linear increase of these two indicators of L2 

proficiency from the lower to the higher EIT ability group. 
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Table 37. Descriptive statistics for fluency for three EIT ability groups 

 

productivity pruned speech rate 

 

Nov.  Int. Adv. Nov.  Int. Adv. 

Mean 30.56 55 72.81 1.00 1.77 2.72 

SD 9.55 7.18 19.30 0.28 0.31 0.61 

Min 22 47 47.50 0.65 1.41 1.90 

Max 51 65.50 97 1.55 2.40 3.67 

Out of two fluency measures, pruned speech rate seems to differentiate EIT ability groups 

more accurately due to the smaller confidence intervals. From Figure 38 it can be 

concluded that Russian learners whose scores ranged from 10 to 47 points on the EIT 

(EIT ability group 1) spoke Russian less fluent or slower, producing on average 1 syllable 

per second less than group 2 that consisted of students who scored from 48 to 83 points 

on the EIT and 2 syllables per second less than students who scored from 84 to 110 

points on the EIT, that is the Advanced ability group. 
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Figure 38. Box-plot for pruned speech rate for three EIT ability groups  

As for the overall productivity, as can be seen in Figure 39, the higher learners’ scores on 

the EIT were, the more words they produced. The Advanced group seems to have 

produced the highest variation in the number of words. This might be partially due to the 

fact that at least on one task (leaving a voice message) Advanced learners tended to 

produce a more native-like messages appropriate to the context and finished their 

message within 30 seconds unlike other groups that tried to take advantage of all the 

speaking time of one minute and gave as many details as possible which one would not 

usually expect from a voice message. 
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Figure 39. Box-plot for overall productivity for three EIT ability groups  

Overall, the predictions made for Evaluation Question 5 were supported by descriptive 

statistics: linear development for mean CAF values was observed for six linguistic 

correlates of L2 proficiency: syntactic complexity measured by the mean length of AS-

unit and lexical complexity measured by Giraud’s index as well as both measures of 

accuracy and fluency. Non-linear behavior was observed for two other common measures 

of syntactic complexity, namely mean length of clause and clauses per AS-unit, though 

this behavior was not unpredicted (Norris & Ortega, 2009). These findings show that EIT 

can predict not only holistically rated RST levels but also more objective and direct 

indicators of L2 proficiency such as CAF measures of learners’ performance. 
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6.3.3.6  Correlations between the EIT and CAF measures (EQ 6) 

As discussed in the literature review (section 2.2.2), CAF measures have been frequently 

used in the SLA research as indicators of L2 proficiency including learners’ speaking 

ability. If the Russian EIT claims to be related to or to predict L2 speaking proficiency, it 

should also demonstrate close relationship to various CAF measures extracted from 

learners’ speaking performance. Based on the previous SLA research, high correlations 

were expected between EIT and syntactic complexity measured by the mean length of 

AS-unit and lexical complexity measured by Giraud’s index as well as both measures of 

accuracy and fluency. Low correlations were expected between the EIT and two other 

measures of syntactic complexity, namely mean length of clause and clauses per AS-unit, 

due to the non-linear pattern of their development in L2 acquisition (Norris & Ortega, 

2009). Since some of the measures included outliers as seen in the box-plots in sections 

6.3.3.5, Spearman’s rank-order correlation test was run. Table 33 displays correlations 

between CAF measures and scores on the EIT. 

Table 33. Correlations: CAF measures and EIT scores (N = 24) 

  

ML of 

AS-

unit MLC 

Clause

s/ AS-

unit 

Giraud'

s index 

% of 

error-free 

clauses 

% of 

correct 

finite verbs 

Nr of 

words 

Speech 

rate 

EIT 

p  

0.71** 

(0.00) 

0.24 

(0.27) 

0.32 

(0.13) 

0.86** 

(0.00) 

0.80** 

(0.00) 

0.71** 

(0.00) 

0.71** 

(0.00) 

0.87** 

(0.00) 

As can be seen from Table 33, relatively substantial positive correlations were found 

between EIT scores and all measures but for two measures of syntactic complexity, 

namely mean length of clause and the number of clauses per AS-unit. Three measures 
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that proved to have the highest correlations with the EIT scores were fluency measured 

by the pruned speech rate (0.87), lexical complexity measured by Giraud’s index (0.86), 

accuracy measured by the percent of error-free clauses to all clauses (0.80). Similar 

correlation coefficients (0.71) were found between the EIT and mean length of AS-unit, 

percentage of correct finite verbs to the total number of finite verbs and the number of 

pruned words. These strong correlation coefficients give additional evidence that the EIT 

correlates not only with holistic estimations of L2 oral proficiency, such as RST scores 

that are often criticized for being subjective, but also with more objective indicators of L2 

oral proficiency, such as direct measures of speaking performance in the form of CAF 

measures. 

6.3.3.7  Correlations between the EIT and the LCT (EQ 7) 

Evaluation Question 7 sought to investigate the relation of the EIT to listening skills 

measured by a performance-based LCT on the intermediate level of listening proficiency. 

Before conducting any analyses, descriptive statistics for the LCT were calculated. Table 

38 and Figure 40 show that out of a possible total score of 75, LCT scores ranged 

between 27.50 and 75, spreading over a range of 47.50 points. Within this range more 

test-takers were placed towards the higher end of the distribution as indicated by the 

negative skewness value of -0.82 as well as the mean of 60.44. Since the LCT tapped 

only the intermediate listeining skills, the test turned out to be too easy for many 

participants. Non-normality of score distribution was also confirmed by the significant 

value of Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics (Z = 1.43, p = 0.003). Since the LCT scores were 

not normally distributed, non-parametric tests were performed to answer EQs 7 and 8. 
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Table 38. Descriptive statistics: Total scores LCT 

  LCT 

N Valid 62 

 Missing 5 

k  75 

Mean  60.44 

Trimmed Mean  60.95 

Std. Error of Mean  1.24 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 57.96 

Upper Bound 62.93 

Median  60 

SD  9.79 

Min  27.50 

Max  75 

Range  47.50 

Variance  95.80 

Skewness  -0.82 

Std. Error of Skewness  0.30 

Kurtosis  0.98 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  0.60 
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Figure 40. Distribution of LCT scores 

In order to investigate if the performance on the EIT relates to students’ performances on 

the LCT, in particular, if there are sufficient correlations between the EIT scores and 

learners’ scores on the LCT (A. 4.2), correlations between two variables were first 

examined graphically using a scatter-plot diagram. One bivariate outlier was discovered. 

Since the outlier was far from the low boundary of the confidence intervals, all further 

analyses were conducted excluding this participant. 
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Figure 41. Scatterplot: EIT and LCT 

Next, Spearman correlation was calculated. A rather moderate but significant correlation 

(Spearman’s rho = 0.63) was found between the scores, which supported the predictions 

because the LCT targeted only the intermediate level of listening ability and the EIT 

differentiated at least between five ability levels as identified by the IRT analysis and the 

whole range of RST proficiency levels. 

6.3.3.8  EIT predictive ability of listening skills (EQ 8) 

In order to investigate if participants’ scores on the EIT scores can predict their scores on 

the LCT (A. 4.1.1) two types of analysis were conducted. First, descriptive statistics were 

calculated for three groups that were formed on the basis of the learners’ success on the 
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LCT. Group 1 included participants who did not achieve the B1 level because their 

correct performance did not achieve the necessary 60%. Group 2 comprised of 

participants who scored between 60 and 80% correctly on the LCT and group 3 

comprised of participants who gave more than 80% of correct answers. 

Table 39. Descriptive statistics for three LCT achievement groups on EIT 

 <60% (N = 5) 60% - 80% (N = 25) >81% (N = 31) 

Mean 38.80 59.72 86.23 

SD 19.63 20.48 23.29 

Min 13 24 28 

Max 66 99 122 

As can be seen from Table 39, participants in three LCT groups differed on average in 20 

points on the EIT. Furthermore, minimum and maximum values on the EIT increased in a 

linear fashion from the lowest to the highest LCT achievement group. In order to 

investigate if there was a statistically significant difference between the groups a one-way 

analysis of variance test was conducted. The one-way ANOVA test indicated an overall 

statistically significant effect for ‘group’ (i.e., success group on the LCT) on the mean 

ranks of EIT scores, F (2, 62) = 16.16, p = .000, Eta squared = 0.344. Follow-up 

comparisons, based on Dunn-Bonferonni adjusted p-values as shown in Table 40, 

indicated statistically significant differences between groups 2 (who gave between 60% 

and 80% correct answers) and 3 (who gave more than 81% correct answers) as well as 

groups 1 (who did not achieve 60% correct answers) and 3 (who gave more than 81% 

correct answers). No significant difference was found between groups 1 and 2, probably 

due to a low number of participants in group 1. Thus, students who did not reach B1 level 
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on LCT did not score significantly lower on the EIT than students who scored on the 

lower boundary of the B1 performance on the LCT. 

Table 40. Pairwise comparisons: Three LCT achievement groups on EIT 

LCT achievement 

groups 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. 

Erro

r Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower  Upper  

<60%  60% - 80%  -20.92 10.7

4 

0.1

7 

-47.40 5.56 

>81% -47.43* 10.5

7 

0.0

0 

-73.47 -21.38 

60%-80% <60% 20.92 10.7

4 

0.1

7 

-5.56 47.40 

 >81% -26.51* 5.89 0.0

0 

11.98 41.03 

>81% <60% 47.27* 10.5

7 

0.0

0 

21.38 73.47 

 60% - 80% 26.51* 5.89 0.0

0 

11.98 41.03 

As shown in Figure 42, mean values for each group increased linearly from the lowest to 

the highest LCT achievement groups. However, broad and overlapping 95% confidence 

intervals, especially between group 1 and group 2 may not be particular trustworthy since 
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large confidence intervals in group 1 are largely attributable to a very low number of 

learners. 

 

Figure 42. EIT: Box-plot for the LCT achievement groups 

For the other predictive type of analysis participants were grouped into several score 

groups based on the EIT score bands of 20 points. Thus, six EIT-ability groups were 

created. Table 41 and Figure 43 present frequency statistics for the six groups based on 

the score bands of 20 points. As can be seen from the frequency statistics, four groups 

consisted of at least 10 participants, group 1 only had one participant and group 6 

consisted of only 7 participants. 
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Table 41. Frequency statistics for six EIT-ability groups 

  Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

0 - 20 points  1 1.6 1.6 

21 - 40 points 10 16.4 18.0 

41 - 60 points 10 16.4 34.4 

61 - 80 points 16 26.2 60.7 

81 - 100 points 17 27.9 88.5 

100 - 124 points 7 11.5 100 

Total 67 100   

 

 

Figure 43. Frequency distribution of LCT scores for six EIT ability groups 

To investigate the predictive ability of the EIT for the listening proficiency, two analyses 
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were done: desctiptive statistics were calculated and a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis 

of variance with subsequent pairwise comparisons based on Dunn-Bonferonni adjusted p-

values were conducted. First, descriptive statistics were calculated for six ability groups. 

As can be seen from Table 42 and Figure 44, average scores on the LCT increased along 

with a higher ability on the EIT, with the biggest mean difference observable between 

group 1 and group 2 (15.25 points), group 4 and group 5 (5.16 points) and group 5 and 6 

(5.71 points). Hardly any difference was observed between the group that scored from 41 

to 60 points and 61 and 80 on the EIT, in other words between groups 3 and 4. 

Table 42. Descriptive statistics for six EIT achievement groups on the LCT 

EIT Mean SD Min Max 

1 - 20 points (group 1, N = 1) 40.00 

   21 - 40 points (group 2, N = 10) 55.25 6.92 43 65 

41 - 60 points (group 3, N = 10) 57.00 10.46 43 73 

61 - 80 points (group 4, N = 16) 59.84 6.55 50 73 

81 - 100 points (group 5, N = 17) 65.00 6.50 53 75 

100 - 124 points (group 6, N = 7) 70.71 4.50 65 75 
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Figure 44. LCT: Box-plot for six EIT achievement groups 

In order to investigate if there was a statistically significant difference between the 

groups formed on the basis of the 20-points score band a Kruskal-Wallis one-way 

analysis of variance test was conducted. The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated an overall 

statistically significant effect for ‘group’ (i.e., EIT ability group) on the mean ranks of 

LCT scores, X2 (5, 61) = 23.52, p = 0.00. Follow-up comparisons, based on Dunn-

Bonferonni adjusted p-palues as shown in Table 43, indicated statistically significant 

difference between five EIT groups: Group 1 and groups 5 and 6, group 2 and groups 5 

and 6, group 3 and group 6, and finally group 4 and group 6. 
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Table 43. Pairwise comparisons: Six EIT achievement groups on LCT 

EIT score bands 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Difference 

Lower  Upper  

1-20 21-40  -15.25 7.56 0.73 -38.44 7.94 

41-60  -17.00 7.56 0.43 -40.19 6.19 

61-80  -19.84 7.43 0.15 -42.64 2.95 

81-100  -25.00* 7.41 0.02 -47.75 -2.25 

100-124  -30.71* 7.70 0.00 -54.35 -7.08 

21-40  41-60  -1.75 3.22 1.00 -11.64 8.14 

61-80  -4.59 2.90 1.00 -13.51 4.32 

81-100  -9.75* 2.87 0.02 -18.56 -0.94 

100-124  -15.46* 3.55 0.00 -26.36 -4.57 

41-60 61-80  -2.84 2.90 1.00 -11.76 6.07 

81-100  -8.00 2.87 0.11 -16.81 0.81 

100-124  -13.71* 3.55 0.00 -24.61 -2.82 

61-80  81-100  -5.16 2.51 0.67 -12.86 2.55 

100-124  -10.87* 3.27 0.02 -20.89 -0.85 

81-100  100-124  -5.71 3.24 1.00 -15.64 4.22 

In other words, the results indicate that a rather good predictive ability on the LCT is 

possible for groups 2, 5 and 6. However, no reliable prediction can be made for two 

groups of participants who scored between 41 and 80 points and the EIT. Thus, based on 

the collected data, one can conclude that if somebody scored as few as 40 points on the 
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EIT they are not on the intermediate level of listening skills as determined by the TELC 

exam. However, those learners who achieved at least 80 points on the EIT are likely to 

have reached the B1 level of listening comprehension ability in Russian. 

6.3.3.9  Correlations between the EIT and the Russian C-test (EQ 9) 

The final evidence sought for making meaningful interpretations of the EIT construct was 

an investigation of the relationship between the EIT and the Russian C-test. First, the 

descriptive and distributional statistics for the C-test were examined. Table 44 together 

with the histogram in Figure 45, show that out of a possible total score of 80, 

participants’ C-test scores ranged between 14 and 76, spreading over a range of 62 points. 

The scores on the C-test were relatively normally distributed, as indicated by the 

skewness value of 0.08 as well as the mean of 44.26. 



 232 

Table 44. Descriptive statistics: Total scores C-test 

  C-test 

N Valid 61 

 Missing 6 

k  80 

Mean  44.16 

Trimmed Mean  44.08 

Std. Error of Mean  1.88 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 40.40 

Upper Bound 47.93 

Median  44 

SD  14.82 

Min  14 

Max  76 

Range  62 

Variance  222.83 

Skewness  0.10 

Std. Error of Skewness  0.30 

Kurtosis  -0.45 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  0.60 

Cronbach’s Alpha  0.90 
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Figure 45. Distribution of С-test scores 

Since the scores on both tests were normally distributed, Pearson correlations were 

calculated between the total scores on the two tests. A rather high significant correlation 

(r = 0.79) was found between two tests showing a rather close relationship between two 

tests. 

6.4  Discussion 

In this section I summarize the evidence for each of the inferences in the interpretive 

argument and discuss the results. The evidence is based either on the a priori decisions 

and test development considerations made before data collection, as well as on validity 
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evaluation evidence presented in Chapter 5, or on the results of the evaluation study 

conducted above in Chapter 6. 

Inference 1. Elicitation of test performance 

Elicitation evidence was addressed during the test development and piloting phase in 

validation study 1. The test procedure and instrumentation (timing and instructions) were 

standardized as described in the test development section 5.2.2 to ensure that elicitation 

of performance is consistent. Furthermore, the test procedure was trialed with native 

speakers and six learners of Russian before the main data collection to make sure that 

participants understood the instructions and were able to perform on the test as intended. 

The piloting stage indicated that the EIT did not lead to unexpected behavior and could 

thus be used in that form for the validation study. Since there was no reason to believe 

that the test procedure and instrumentation would not work for validation study 2 there 

was no reason to empirically validate Inference 1 for this study. 

Inference 2. Scoring/Evaluation 

The evidence that the scoring rubric is appropriate, in particular that it is was developed, 

trialed, and revised based on expert consensus (A 2.1) is presented in the section on the 

development of the scoring rubric (5.2.1.3), as well as in the section on the results to 

evaluation question 2 of validation study 1 (5.3.3.2). First, the effort was made during the 

developmental stage to adapt the original rubric developed by Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) 

for the Russian language. Second, improvements in the scoring rubric were made as a 

result of the inter-rater reliability and inter-rater exact agreement analyses in validation 

study 1. More specifically, more examples were added on the items with the lowest 
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agreement and inter-rater reliability coefficients. Thus, raters in validation study 2 

already used an improved rubric which should enable more accurate scoring. 

As for the second assumption, namely that the scoring was applied consistently 

and disagreements on the scoring were resolved by consensus to achieve 100% 

agreement between raters (A 2.2), this assumption was a necessary requirement for 

further analysis in validation study 2. As described above, a total of 67 EIT performances 

were scored by two raters individually. Out of 2077 scores that each rater gave for a total 

of 67 test performances, 101 cases of disagreement spread across participants and items 

were found. In other words, 95.13% of exact agreement was demonstrated between two 

raters. Though the difference in scores was only in one point for all items, the decision 

was made to listen to the items again and discuss the ratings until complete agreement 

was achieved for each test performance. Thus, the items on which the raters did not agree 

were identified and raters jointly listened to the performances until the 100% agreement 

on the EIT score was achieved. 

For evaluation study 2, the second assumption (A 2.2) was not an evaluation 

question in its classical sense since the focus here was not to investigate the quality of the 

developed rubric and to determine exact agreement. For this study, it was important to 

uncover the items on which the raters did not agree in order to reach an agreed-upon 

score for each singular item and thus use a perfectly reliable score for further analyses. 

Inference 3. Generalization 

In this study generalization evidence was addressed at the planning stage of the validation 

effort as well as by conducting several analyses. First, evidence for the assumption that 

observations made in testing are representative of the universe of observations defining 
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the testing procedures (A 3.1.) is supported by the selection procedures in the validation 

study. The test was developed for use in experiments where participants would be 

recruited from Russian courses of different levels defined by the local curricula in the 

US. Furthermore, the participants would have to accomplish at least one semester of 

Russian study. 

Information on the participants in the method section of evaluation study 2 

(6.3.2.1) reveals that the assumption was met since the participants were recruited from 

different curricular levels in a university in the USA. The participant section includes 

information on participants’ age, curricular levels, relevance of Russian to their majors 

and minors, highest level of education. This information reveals what kind of learners 

generalizations can be made about. 

Furthermore, generalization evidence was sought by conducting a reliability 

analysis (EQ1). If the reliability coefficients are high, one can conclude that a participant 

would get a similar score if she took a similar test again under the same test conditions 

and thus generalize over the score. The correlation analysis conducted in section 6.3.3.1 

revealed that both Cronbach’s Alpha and the IRT examinee separation index were rather 

high, suggesting that if the learners took the test again, they would display a similar level 

of ability tested by the EIT (at this stage no matter what ability that is).  

Inference 4. Extrapolation 

Five evaluation questions (EQs 2 - 6) investigated the relation between the EIT and the 

Russian Speaking Test (A 4.1) which assesses general speaking proficiency in Russian. 

First, the correlation analysis conducted in section 6.3.3.2 revealed that there were rather 

high correlations (r = 0.85) between the EIT scores and learners’ oral proficiency levels 
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identified by the RST (A 4.1.1). The correlations lie in the higher end of the correlations 

reported by Ortega et al. (1999) in their cross-linguistic study of the EIT in four 

languages, which were between 0.49 for English and 0.88 for Spanish. It can thus be 

concluded that the constructs measured by the Russian EIT and the RST are closely 

related. 

A more interesting question for the proposed EIT use was if the scores on the EIT 

could actually predict oral proficiency levels on the RST (A 4.1.2). For this question, 

descriptive statistics on the EIT were first compared for eight oral proficiency levels 

identified by the Russian Speaking Test. Mean scores as well as minimum and maximum 

values on the EIT increased with the increase of the RST level. In order to investigate if 

there was a statistically significant difference between the groups, a one-way Analysis of 

Variance test was conducted with follow-up pairwase comparisons. Statistically 

significant differences were found between each level (from Novice-Mid to Intermediate-

Mid) with all other but the adjacent levels. In other words, students whose speaking 

ability was determined as Intermediate-Mid on the EIT scored significantly differently 

from all other groups but for Intermediate-Low and Intermediate-High.  

Because of the overlap of the confidence intervals for adjacent RST levels, 

sublevels (low, mid, and high) were grouped to form main RST levels, that is, Novice, 

Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior. Comparisons of EIT scores for four main RST 

groups revealed that average EIT scores of students who belong to four main ACFTL 

level groups differed significantly from each other. Overall, the results demonstrated 

support of the predictive ability of the EIT for the main levels of the ACFTL Speaking 

proficiency guidelines (EQ 3). 
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The information from the descriptive statistics was used to calculate the initial 

EIT cut scores for predicting Russian speaking proficiency levels. In particular, the 

means between the upper and lower boundaries of the adjacent levels were used for 

determining the initial cut scores that were scrutinized in EQ 4, which investigated if the 

identified EIT cut scores were accurate for predicting main RST levels (A 4.1.3). Cross-

tabulation analyses were conducted to see how many participants were categorized 

correctly using the initial cut scores based on the means between the upper and lower 

boundaries of the confidence intervals of the adjacent levels (6.3.3.4). A total of 46 

students were classified correctly on the basis of the initial EIT cut scores into main RST 

levels, that is, around 69% of the tested population. 

To achieve a more accurate placement to the extent possible with the available 

data, the upper boundary of the Novice range was lowered and the lower boundary of 

Advanced range was raised. As a result of the adjustment in cut scores the accuracy of up 

to 75% became possible. Thus, the final cut scores that were proposed as a result of the 

analysis of the data are the following: Novice (10 – 47 points); Intermediate (48 – 90 

points); Advanced (91 – 110 points); Superior (111 + points). These cut-score bands are 

rather large, however, they give a starting point for using EIT scores as a predictor of a 

certain proficiency level on the ACFTL proficiency guidelines. Obviously, further 

research with a larger number of participants is needed in order to come up with more 

accurate cut scores and also the cut scores that would enable differentiation of the 

ACTFL sublevels. 

Two additional analyses were conducted that provided further evidence of the 

relation of the EIT scores with the construct of L2 oral proficiency. Evaluation Question 
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5 sought to compare mean values on CAF measures for three proficiency levels identified 

by the EIT (A 4.1.4) and evaluation question 6 investigated correlations between the 

mean values on the CAF measures and the EIT scores (A 4.1.5).  

When descriptive statistics on CAF measures were calculated and compared for 

three EIT ability groups (results section 6.3.3.5), linear development for mean CAF 

values was apparent for six linguistics correlates of L2 proficiency from the Novice to the 

Advanced EIT ability range: syntactic complexity measured by the mean length of AS-

unit and lexical complexity measured by Giraud’s index as well as both measures of 

accuracy and fluency. Non-linear behavior was observed for two other measures of 

syntactic complexity, namely mean length of clause and clauses per AS-unit. 

Furthermore, non-overlapping confidence intervals for most of the measures, despite the 

low number of participants in each of the three EIT ability groups, support the ability of 

the EIT scores to predict learners’ language behavior. It particular, it shows that EIT can 

predict not only holistically rated, and often criticized for being relatively subjective, 

RST ratings, but EIT scores can also predict more objective indicators of L2 proficiency 

such as CAF measures. These findings are in accordance with the previous results from 

Wu and Ortega (2013) and Tracy-Ventura et al. (2014) studies. 

Furthermore, as reported in section 6.3.3.6, high correlations were observed 

between EIT and syntactic complexity measured by the mean length of AS-unit, lexical 

complexity measured by Giraud’s index as well as both measures of accuracy (percentage 

of error-free clauses and percentage of error free finite verbs) and fluency (pruned speech 

rate and number of words). As expected low correlations were found between the EIT 
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and two other measures of syntactic complexity, namely mean length of clause and 

clauses per AS-unit. 

 Evaluation questions 7 and 8 reported on in sections 6.3.3.7 and 6.3.3.8 

respectively investigated the relation of the EIT to listening skills on the intermediate 

level measured by the B1 Listening Comprehension Test. Moderate correlations were 

expected between the EIT scores and learners’ scores on the LCT (A 4.2.1) since the 

LCT targeted only the intermediate level of listening ability and EIT differentiated at 

least between five ability levels as identified by the IRT analysis. A rather moderate 

correlation (Spearman’s rho = 0.63) was found between the scores which supported the 

predictions. Further analyses also supported the assumption that participants’ scores on 

the EIT scores can to some extent predict their scores on the LCT (A 4.2.2). The analyses 

conducted in section 6.3.3.8 indicated that if somebody scored as few as 40 points on the 

EIT they are not on the intermediate level of listening skills as determined by the TELC 

exam. However, those learners who achieved at least 80 points on the EIT are likely to 

have achieved the B1 level of the listening comprehension ability in Russian. 

 To the best of my knowledge, no research so far has investigated in detail the 

relationship between the EIT and listening comprehension. This dissertation undertook 

the first attempt to investigate this relationship. Since the results indicated that the EIT 

can already predict learners’ achievement on the LCT that assesses listening skills on a 

single level of proficiency, it can be assumed that the EIT would make an even more 

accurate differentiation and prediction if it were validated with a LCT that differentiates 

between a wider range of listening abilities.  

Finally, Evaluation Question 9 was the only evaluation question that looked for 
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the evidence of discriminant validity. In particular, the participants’ scores on the EIT 

were compared to their scores on a short-cut estimate of Russian literacy, namely a C-

test, which assesses students’ literacy skills in the written mode. Thereby, moderate 

correlations were expected between the two tests (A 4.3) due to the different modes the 

tests tap into. As reported in section 6.3.3.9, contrary to the expectations, a rather high  

significant correlation (r = 0.79) was found between the two short-cut measures which 

demonstrates a close relationship of two tests. Though both tests are used as short-cut 

measures of L2 global proficiency and seek to capture overall proficiency via a reduced 

redundancy approach, due to the fact that they assess L2 proficiency in different modes, 

literacy (written) vs. oracy (oral), it was expected that the EIT and the C-test should 

discriminate between dissimilar constructs. Two explanations can be found for high 

correlations between two tests. First, participants in the study could have had similar 

levels of L2 proficiency in both modes based on the type of Russian learning they were 

engaged in, in particular, instructed university L2 acquisition. Second, since both tests are 

based on the concept of reduced redundancy, both measures might tap into a similar 

construct and the format might be more crucial than the mode which is hard to test unless 

one investigates nonliterate speakers of Russian. It might also be a combination of these 

two factors.  

Inference 5. Utilization 

The evidence collected on inferences 1 through 4 provided some support to the claim that 

SLA researchers can use the Russian EIT test scores to select participants of certain 

levels of speaking and listening skills in Russian on the basis of the identified cut scores 

(A 5.1), since most of the assumptions listed in the interpretive argument were supported. 
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Nevertheless, some of the assumptions, especially for the extrapolation inference, were 

supported only to some extent. 

As for the ability of the EIT to predict learners’ speaking ability (A 4.1), the 

results did show the linear development of the EIT scores for the increasing RST levels 

with a significant difference between all levels except the adjacent sublevels (Low, Mid, 

and High). Therefore, the claim should be limited to predicting main levels proposed by 

the ACTFL proficiency guidelines, that is Novice, Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior. 

So, in order to be more accurate, one would need to adjust the initial claim by providing 

more specifications or limitations (in the argument-based approach terms, qualifiers) to 

the claim. In particular, it can be said that the cut scores – Novice (10 – 47 points); 

Intermediate (48 – 90 points); Advanced (91 – 110 points); Superior (111 + points) – 

determined in the analysis, can be used to identify the main levels of learners speaking 

abilities. However, based on the collected data it is not possible to make further 

prediction of the sublevels (Low, Mid, and High). 

As for the ability of the EIT to predict learners’ listening skills on the intermediate 

level of Russian proficiency (A 4.2), based on the analyses, it can be concluded that 

students who score below 40 points on the Russian Elicited Imitation Test have not 

achieved the intermediate (B1) level of listening skills in Russian. No cut scores were 

identified for determining learners’ Advanced listening ability because no Advanced test 

was administered to the participants. Ideally, for determining more robust cut scores, a 

larger number of Novice Russian learners should have taken the test. 

Thus, the validation study presented evidence that, assuming that the scoring 

rubric is followed carefully, the test can produce a reliable score that can predict major 
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levels of Russian speaking skills as well as the intermediate level of Russian listening 

skills. The Russian EIT test can be used for purposes similar to the ones described in the 

test use section (6.1) assuming the context is similar and administration and scoring 

procedures are followed precisely. Although the EIT was found to correlate pretty highly 

with the C-Test, it cannot be used as an instrument that is used to control for L2 written 

proficiency or general language proficiency in the written mode. Furthermore, the test 

validated for the above mentioned interpretation cannot be employed in studies where 

oral proficiency is a dependent variable. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

As outlined in the introduction to the dissertation, this work was motivated by the need 

for practical suggestions as to what can be done to improve L2 proficiency assessment 

practices in the SLA domain mentioned by numerous researchers (Douglas, 2001; Norris 

& Ortega, 2003, 2006, 2012; Shohamy, 1994, 2000). Following Purpura (2013) and 

Purpura et al. (2015), I proposed that the argument-based approach to validity (Kane, 

2006) can be applied to validate L2 proficiency assessments in the SLA field to improve 

test validation practices, and I exemplified how it can be done by applying the argument-

based approach to validate one L2 proficiency assessment tool for two different uses in 

SLA research. In particular, I focused on the oral/aural dimension of L2 proficiency and 

developed and validated an Elicited Imitation Test as a measure of Russian oracy and as a 

short-cut measure and predictor of oral language proficiency in Russian. 

In Chapter 5, I evaluated the Russian EIT as a measurement tool that can be used 

for controlling initial L2 oracy of the Russian learners in two educational settings, namely 

the USA and Germany. To validate this score interpretation and use, the main 

investigations in validation study 1 focused on the scoring and generalization inferences, 

and I primarily collected evidence about the quality and implementation of the scoring 

rubric, as well as the functioning of the EIT in general and its performance comparability 

in two educational settings. 

In Chapter 6, I evaluated the EIT for selecting participants into a study using the 

Russian EIT as a predictor of certain levels of learners’ speaking and listening 

proficiency. Thus, in validation study 2, I primarily looked at the extrapolation evidence 
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by analyzing learners’ performance on the EIT in connection with their performance on 

the Russian Speaking Test and Listening Comprehension Test and proposed initial cut-

scores for determining learners’ levels of speaking and listening proficiency. 

7.1  Limitations  

The results presented and discussed here have made valuable contributions to the 

validation of measures used in SLA and assessment. Nevertheless, it is important to 

discuss the limitations of this research in order to accurately interpret and situate the 

findings. In this section I address several limitations about the sample and the test 

instruments employed in the validation studies.  

Ideally any test validation project should include a large number of participants 

carefully sampled from target populations. This requirement was generally satisfied for 

validation study 1. As for validation study 2, a larger number of participants, as well as a 

more balanced spread of their proficiency levels, would have been ideal. Based on the 

collected data it was possible to determine EIT cut scores for the main RST levels but not 

for the sublevels due to a limited number of participants. This was also partially the case 

because of the fact that two-thirds of the participants recruited for study 2 were of the 

Intermediate level of proficiency, whereas only one-third of the participants represented 

Novice and Advanced levels. Novice-level students are often not eager to take part in 

research projects that assess the whole L2 proficiency range, which might be daunting, 

and as result decrease learners’ motivation. As for the Advanced group, the number of 

students in university language programs usually decreases at the Advanced level. 

Conducting research and recruiting participants from different institutions as done in 

validation study 1, although logistically complicated, might solve the sample issue. 
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As for the instruments used for the validation studies, two limitations can be 

mentioned. First, the scoring rubric developed for the Russian Speaking Test did not 

differentiate between Advanced-Low and Advanced-Mid. This piece of information 

could have shed more light on the relationship between the EIT and the speaking abilities 

of Advanced learners and thus enabled more accurate prediction of learners’ L2 

proficiency at the higher end of the proficiency scale. 

As for the Listening Comprehension Test, one can question its validity because 

the listening comprehension questions were in a yes-no format which leaves a 50% 

chance of getting an answer correct. Since no better test of Russian listening proficiency 

on the intermediate level of proficiency was available, I preferred to use this test to not 

using any test of listening comprehension, and it enabled getting at some valuable 

evidence despite its limitations. Access to standardized listening comprehension tests as I 

had with the RST would have led to more reliable results concerning the prediction of 

learners’ listening skills. 

7.2. Implications 

Given the combination of different research areas, this multidimensional study makes a 

number of contributions to different areas. In the following, therefore, I describe the 

implications of the dissertation research for three areas: using the argument-based 

approach for validating SLA assessments, the use of the developed Russian EIT, and, 

finally, EIT research in general. 

7.2.1  Implications for using the argument-based approach for validating SLA 

assessments 

Needed guidance 
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As briefly outlined in the introduction, this dissertation was motivated by the lack of 

guidance in conducting a reasonable test validation study in relation to measures or 

assessments used for SLA research. In this dissertation, I demonstrated how Kane’s 

argument-based approach to validity can help SLA researchers validate their assessments 

by offering concrete guidance for justifying different interpretations of the assessment 

instruments. The guidance consists in applying a framework of inferences (scoring, 

generalization, extrapolation, and utilization) that researchers need to lay out for each 

specific test use in order not to miss any essential part in test validation. Furthermore, 

Kane (2006) offers a catalogue of methods and procedures that can be utilized for 

validating the specified inferences and test uses. In other words, the argument-based 

approach to validity leads test developers through the crucial stages of validation of the 

interpretive argument and the claims, both conceptually and empirically.  

To help researchers, I created Figure 46 that reflect the steps of the validation 

approach using the argument-based approach to validity in the form of questions that any 

test developer needs to ask and answer during the validity evaluation. 
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Figure 46. Test validation steps in question format 

It can be argued that there have already been proposals to use these kinds of questions as 

guidance in validation studies (Norris, 2008; Norris & Ortega, 2003, 2012). However, 

what is new in Kane’s (2006) argument-based approach is the addition of step/question 2 

which, in my opinion, can lead to a higher awareness of what a good validation practice 

means. This guidance has been missing in various approaches to validity and can open a 

new era in test validation practices.  

2 How can I justify this claim? What assumptions need to be met in order 

to justify the claim?  

(laying out the network of inferences and assumptions, creating the 

interpretive argument) 

1.  

1 How am I going to use the test? What do I claim about the test scores? 

(specifying test use and score interpretation) 

 

3 Which assumptions are in the most need of empirical investigation? 

(prioritizing) 

4 Which methods do I use to investigate them? Who and how do I collect 

data from? 

(validating interpretive argument/ validity argument) 

5 Are the assumptions supported? 

Yes, the initial claim is justified. / No, the claim should be revised. 
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In spite of its clear structure and step-by-step guidance, the argument-based 

approach gives enough space and flexibility in the validation process needed to validate 

various test score interpretations for different test uses. 

Flexibility and prioritization in the argument-based approach 

The argument-based approach is flexible enough to accommodate different needs of 

assessment in the SLA field and the validation studies in Chapters 5 and 6 exemplified 

how. In particular, it gives researchers an opportunity to focus on the assumptions that 

have not been tested before and the ones that are most crucial for empirical validation. 

The prioritization of assumptions depends on the available validity information as well as 

intended use of the test scores. For example, for validation study 2, there was no need to 

look for the empirical evidence for inference 1, namely the assumption about the 

consistent elicitation of performance or standardized test procedure and instrumentation, 

because empirical evidence for this assumption was available through validation study 1, 

described in Chapter 5. Theoretically one could have looked at the empirical evidence for 

these assumptions, but in evaluation projects it is always important to consider the 

primary goal of the evaluation as well as available time and resources. As a result, since 

there were other more important questions to focus on for validation study 2, the decision 

was made not to investigate the data elicitation assumption yet again. 

At the same time, because the test scores in the test use context described for 

validation study 2 were claimed to be used with Russian learners in the US higher 

institutions only, there was no reason to include the generalization inference about the 

functioning of the EIT in other educational settings and with other Russian learners. As a 

result, for this study I limited the generalization inference to one learner group only, that 
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is, Russian learners in a US university. Consequently, this decision did not necessitate the 

empirical evaluation of the generalization inference for other learner populations. Instead, 

because the use of the EIT test scores was to predict learners’ speaking and listening 

proficiency levels, the validation study focused primarily on the extrapolation evidence. 

Making justifiable claims 

The argument-based approach to validity helps researchers to be accurate about the 

claims they make about the test scores. For example, as result of the analyses conducted 

in validation study 2 I needed to adjust the initial claims proposed in the interpretive 

argument. In particular, I had to limit the magnitude of predictions only to a certain 

number of speaking and listening proficiency levels that the EIT cut scores were able to 

predict.  

By laying out the network of assumptions that justify the link between test 

performance data to the claims and specifying which evidence is needed for that, it is 

possible to avoid such claims as “EIT is a more practical alternative to communicative 

tests of free language production in that it allows for the testing of learners’ knowledge of 

specific language structures” (Erlam, 2006, p. 467) or “this research suggests that EI can 

be used as a cheaper, faster alternative to the OPI and other expensive proficiency tests in 

order to surmise a learner’s language proficiency” (Burdis, 2014, p. 33). Neither of these 

claims were justified in the corresponding studies because of the missing assumptions 

and empirical evidence that the researchers did not provide in their studies. By making an 

explicit link between the test score and the claims about score interpretation and use, 

researchers become aware of what evidence needs to be investigated in order to justify 

their claims. 
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Though in this dissertation Kane’s approach was used for validating L2 

proficiency assessements, the same logic can be applied for validating any type of 

assessments employed in SLA research, including among other things, constructs like 

implicit or explicit knowledge, working memory, etc. To do this, these theoretical 

constructs need to be operationalized first, the test use needs to be specified, and a new 

network of inferences and assumptions should be created and investigated. 

7.2.2  Implications for the use of the Russian EIT 

Several observations can be made with regard to the use of the Russian EIT. First, the 

Russian EIT appeared to constitute a reliable instrument that functions equally well with 

learners of Russian in the USA and Germany. Furthermore, the developed EIT is able to 

differentiate between a wide range of oracy skills, and the proposed cut scores can be 

used to predict the main levels of Russian speaking proficiency specified in the ACTFL 

speaking proficiency guidelines as well as the intermediate level of Russina listening 

skills. Nevertheless, based on the collected data it was impossible to determine the cut 

scores for the sublevels (Low, Mid, and High), which might be a goal of future research 

if there is a need for a precise prediction of the ACTFL proficiency sublevels. 

Capturing L2 ability of advanced learners 

Overall, the developed EIT showed the ability to differentiate between a wide range of 

oracy skills in Russian. However, the analyses also showed that there were almost no 

items that seem to be contributing well to distinguishing among the very highest level of 

learners, in particular, learners at the Superior level. If some researchers plan to use the 

EIT with more advanced learners, new items of higher difficulty and probably length 

need to be included into the EIT. Furthermore, since for the developed EIT the cut scores 
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were rather robust in differentiating between Novice and Intermediate levels as well as 

Intermediate and Advanced levels, future research could look for further evidence for 

which cut scores can reliably differentiate between the Advanced and Superior levels. It 

was not possible to determine accurate cut scores between the Advanced and Superior 

levels since only few data points were available at that very upper level.  

Differently functioning items 

In validation study 1, I detected two EIT stimuli that functioned dissimilarly for two 

learner populations. One was easier for the learners who came from the US Russian 

learning setting (item 17) and the other (item 7) was easier for the learners who came 

from the German learning setting. A future investigation into these particular items may 

seek the possible sources of differential item functioning. For this, a qualitative analysis 

of the students’ performances needs to be done and such sources as, for example, typical 

errors and their types or rater response to these items can be investigated for both 

populations. Transcriptions can be made from the data collected for this dissertation and 

analyzed for the sources of DIF. These analyses were not relevant for justifying the test 

use proposed in the dissertation. However, it would be enlightening to look at the sources 

of differential item functioning for two learner populations and thus make valuable 

contributions into the area of Russian SLA. 

Using the Russian EIT for different purposes  

The developed Russian EIT was validated for two uses in SLA studies. Whether the test 

can be used for other purposes and contexts, for example, for being used as a placement 

test, is subject to further investigation. The analysis showed that the EIT can assess 

different levels of oracy skills and can predict different levels of L2 oral proficiency, 
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which is one of the required criteria for a placement test. However, unlike Gaillard (2014) 

who validated the same French EIT for both uses in one study – as a placement test and 

as an SLA research tool in general – I believe that these should be completely 

independent validation studies. First, any placement test should ideally be adapted for the 

local program in terms of its use, goals, and curricular content (Mozgalina & Ryshina-

Pankova, 2015; Norris, 2008). Second, different cut scores should arguably be used for 

placing students into a FL program than for selecting them into groups in SLA studies. In 

other words, if the developed Russian EIT were to be employed for a different use or in a 

different context, a new interpretive argument should be developed with a different 

prioritization of assumptions that need to be empirically investigated. 

In addition, it would be interesting to separately investigate the items exluded 

from the final version to see if a parallel version of the Russian EIT can be created that 

would have a similar score distribution and item difficulty values. The validity of using 

two versions of the Russian EITs as pre- and post-test in SLA experiments then could be 

investigated. 

Examining the utilization of the Russian EIT in SLA research 

In this dissertation I have claimed that availability of a carefully validated test can 

support generalizations across the findings of actual research in SLA. This is the second 

type of utilization inference proposed by Kane, and it was not subject to empirical 

validation in this dissertation (i.e., the Russian EIT test is new, and it remains to be 

employed for research purposes). After the dissemination of the Russian EIT, the actual 

use of the EIT by Russian SLA researchers can be investigated to answer the questions 

relevant for test use, in particular, if the test is used as intended, if any problems occur 
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with the actual use of the test, etc. (see also Norris, 2008, for a focus on validating 

assessment uses). Future meta-analytical studies might then be able to determine if, by 

using the Russian EIT, the quality of the research has improved in the area of Russian 

SLA. 

7.2.3  Implications for future research on EITs 

Apart from offering implications for the use of the developed Russian EIT, this 

dissertation also makes a number of contributions to research on Elicited Imitation Tests 

in general. First, it contributes a new assessment tool, the Russian EIT, to the pool of 

already existing EITs. Second, the conducted research sheds light on some of the 

important aspects of EIT design that should be considered and can be addressed in future 

EIT studies. 

Inclusion of longer and more difficult sentences in EITs 

Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) and the follow-up studies used EITs that consisted of items that 

ranged between 7 and 19 syllables, based on the results of Ortega (1997) who found that 

most L2 learners reached their ceiling with 18-syllable items or longer. In this validation 

study items up to 21 syllables were used. Despite the inclusion of a number of longer 

items, the results of the validaty evaluation of the Russian EIT revealed that there were 

probably not enough items on the higher end of the Russian oracy skills. So, the question 

to be answered is – what is the L2 learner population that we want to assess with the EIT? 

If it is primarily intermediate learners then EITs with utterances of a maximum of 19 

syllables should be enough. However, if Elicited Imitation Tests are to be used for study 

abroad research or other contexts, in which students frequently already have at least an 

intermediate level of proficiency, one would probably need to increase the number of 
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syllables. Researchers from Brigham Young University reported on the use of longer 

items in their EITs. Whereas Thompson (2013) used Spanish utterances of up to 34 

syllables, Burdis (2014) used Russian utterances of up to 30 syllables. For her French 

EIT, Gaillard (2014) used French sentences up to 32 syllables. Since their tests seemed to 

work well, also with longer items, it might be useful to conduct further research on the 

number of optimal syllables to be included in the EITs employed for different purposes. 

If advanced learners are the target population for the EITs, it would make sense to 

investigate what the maximum length of items is that native speakers can repeat, and use 

this information for making decisions about items of how many syllables should be 

included in the EITs. 

Also, because EITs have been increasingly used across different languages, it 

would be interesting to find out whether the length of the items should be the same across 

different languages or if it should be language dependent. 

Scoring rubric 

Another aspect that deals with test instrumentation that needs to be mentioned is the 

scoring rubric based on idea units that is used in parallel studies (Ortega et al., 1999, 

2002; Tracy-Ventura et al., 2014; Wu & Ortega, 2013). In validation study 1, conducted 

in Chapter 5, the rubric was scrutinized. Scale analyses indicated that two raters utilized 

all five points of the scale and that it functioned well as an ordinal scale with equal 

distances between the points. Score 3 that was used least appeared to be the only 

exception. Further data on the use of the rubric across langauges needs to be collected to 

find out whether it is the case in other languages, too. If the use of the scales differs 

across languages, the question that arises is whether scoring criteria of the original EIT 



 256 

rubric should be adapted depending on the structure of different languages. Since no 

previous study on Elicited Imitation Tests has revealed information on the frequency use 

of each point of the scale, the question of adapting the rubric and its criteria for different 

languages poses the need for further empirical investigation. 

Differential item functioning 

Overall, the analyses indicated that most of the developed items functioned similarly with 

the Russian learners in the US and in Germany, with the exception of two items. 

Although these were just two items for the current learner populations which were 

counter-balanced and did not advantage just one learner population, the results indicated 

that potentially EIT items can function differently with learners who come from different 

learning settings and populations. Though conducting DIF analyses requires certain 

methodological expertise that is not always at hand, the fact that EIT items might 

advantage one learner population over another, needs to be taken into account and 

potentially be controlled for to avoid construct-irrelevant variance. Especially, it should 

be done if the same EITs are to be used with learners of different L1s. 

EIT and LCT 

In validation study 2, I investigated the ability of the EIT to predict the intermediate level 

of learners’ listening proficiency. In spite of the fact that the employed Listening 

Comprehension Test targeted only one proficiency level, some prediction was already 

possible. Unfortunately, DIALANG11 or any other test that covers a wide range of 

listening abilities is not available in the Russian language. However, future EIT studies in 

                                                

11 http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/researchenterprise/dialang/about 
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the languages where DIALANG is available could further investigate the relationship 

between two tests and possibly come up with EIT cut scores for predicting different 

levels of learners’ listening skills. In this case, I would argue that in order for the EIT to 

constitute a more accurate indicator of L2 listening skills, a different scoring rubric needs 

to be developed or the existing rubric needs to be adjusted. In particular, the score of 3 on 

the current rubric needs to be critically reconsidered. The score of 3 of the scoring rubric 

is awarded for a repeated sentence when the meaning of the sentence corresponds to the 

original stimuli but includes some grammatical mistakes that do not interfere into the 

meaning of the original stimuli. Nevertheless, a perfect comprehension is demonstrated in 

this case. Thus, for the productive ability not to interfere with a score on listening 

comprehension, utterances that perfectly repeat the stimuli and utterances where only the 

meaning but not the form correspond to the original sentence should be given a similar 

score.  

One might argue that it is a rather impractical suggestion to use EIT for predicting 

learners’ L2 listening skills due to a relatively time-consuming scoring that the EIT 

requires in comparison to listening comprehension tests in yes/no or multiple-choice 

format. However, since technology and research in speech recognition are developing 

rapidly, very soon reliable automated scoring, at least on the sentence level, might resolve 

the scoring issue. Therefore, developing an automated scoring procedure for the EITs 

could be an important next step in future research on the EITs in general and the Russian 

EIT in particular. 
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Elicited Imitation Test construct 

In the dissertation I claimed that the Russian Elicited Imitation test measured Russian 

oracy, defined as learners’ knowledge of core vocabulary, grammar, and phonology in 

combination with automated ability for their use in L2 oral perception and production at 

the sentence level. Again, I chose this definition on purpose to avoid the use of the EIT as 

a measure of oral proficiency beyond the SLA field and consequently avoid potential 

negative washback on L2 pedagogy or its use in education or policy-making. By doing 

this, I may be overly limiting what the EIT might actually represent or be interpreted as. 

Certainly, given the strong correlations with learners’ self-assessments of their Russian 

skills, the Russian Speaking Test, Listening Comprehension Test, the C-test, and various 

CAF measures, it might be concluded that it is related to something like Oller’s (1979) 

hypothesized G factor, or some kind of global proficiency, as well as more specifically 

the notion of oral proficiency and oracy in particular (i.e., the sentence level 

delimitation). As previously mentioned, high correlation in the conducted studies were 

due to the fact that learners from both settings could have had similar levels of L2 

proficiency in both modes based on the type of the Russian instruction they were engaged 

in. Future research aimed at investigating the construct of the EIT could investigate more 

heterogeneous learner populations such as heritage learners, L2 learners who acquired the 

language primarily in a natural setting, or those who learned the language in educational 

contexts where achieving balanced profieicy is not the primary educational goal. 

Furthermore, more performance-based tasks in the written mode should be administered 

along with the EIT to investigate their relationship in greater depth. 



 259 

Regarding the construct of implicit knowledge, the results of this study 

demonstrated some counter-evidence to the assumption that the EIT (developed in the 

specific format described in section 5.2.1) taps implicit knowledge. In particular, the fact 

that the EIT scores in study 1 correlated higher with the length of Russian study than with 

the length of residence in a Russian-speaking country suggests that it may be less likely a 

measure of implicit knowledge than something else. If the EIT were to measure primarily 

implicit knowledge, one would expect higher correlations between language learning in a 

natural setting, in other words residence in a Russian-speaking country that fosters 

implicit learning) and the EIT than between the EIT and language learning in an 

instructional setting that usually focuses on explicit learning. 

Implicit knowledge of specific structures is likely to be a particular element 

within theoretical constructs such as oracy or L2 global oral proficiency. However, it is 

important to emphasize a big difference in test design of the EITs that measure L2 

implicit knowledge of specific structures and oracy or global oral proficiency. For the 

latter, it is important to increase the number of syllables in the items, to represent 

different lexical areas and various grammatical structures, and to adopt a more fine-

grained scoring rubric in order to appropriately capture the broader proficiency construct. 

EITs designed for these different interpretations will by necessity look very different 

from each other, as they are based on fundamentally different approaches to test design, 

related to distinct constructs. 

7.3 Conclusions 

Lastly, I would like to raise one concern that arose during the application of the 

argument-based approach to validity evaluation that addresses the evaluation of the 
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interpretive argument. Kane (2006) has mentioned several criteria of a high-quality 

argument: clarity of the argument, coherence of the argument, and plausibility of 

inferences and assumptions. In other words, in the proposed interpretive arguments the 

inferences and assumptions should be specified in enough detail so that the rationale 

behind the score interpretations is understandable. The network of inferences should be 

coherent for the proposed interpretations and uses, and no essential inferences or 

assumptions should be left out. Finally, the proposed inferences and assumptions should 

make sense.  

I would argue here that the interpretive arguments developed for the two 

interpretations and uses of the EIT scores did meet the criteria of a high-quality 

argument, not least because of discussing the argument with the dissertation committee 

(i.e., experts in the area) and by presenting the research at various conferences and 

getting valuable feedback from the experienced audience. However, a general question 

one might reasonably ask is who is supposed to evaluate the clarity of the interpretive 

argument, its coherence, as well as plausibility of inferences and assumptions for the 

proficiency (or other) assessments used and developed in SLA research?  

Test users, that is, SLA researchers, would be one obvious answer. However, it is 

not always the case that they have the needed methodological expertise in the area of 

language assessment to be able to contribute as needed. I hope that the dissertation 

nevertheless demonstrated that justifying use of L2 proficiency assessments is a 

necessary requirement of moving the field of SLA forward. It is, therefore, in the face of 

an urgent need to use good assessments and interpret them correctly that test 



 261 

development should become a cooperative endeavor between language testers and SLA 

researchers and needs to be treated seriously. 
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APPENDIX A Language Background Questionnaire (English) 

Thank you for agreeing to take part in the study. Please answer the questions about your 
experience in learning Russian. It will take you about 5 minutes to fill out the 
questionnaire. * Required 
 
FIRST LANGUAGE(S) 
What was your strongest language before age 5? * 
_________________________________________ 
 
What is your strongest language now? * 
_________________________________________ 
 
FOREIGN LANGUAGE(S) 
How many languages EXCLUDING Russian do you have some competence in? 
Indicate the number.  
* Include your native language(s), too. 
_________________________________________ 
 
Which FOREIGN languages do you have some proficiency in? 
*Please list the languages in order from strongest to weakest. 
_________________________________________ 

 
Please indicate your proficiency level in the foreign language you listed as your 
strongest. * 

 high level of 
competence 

moderately 
high level of 
competence 

average 
level of 

competence 

low level of 
competence 

no level of 
competence 

Speaking      
Listening      
Writing      
Reading      
 
Please indicate your proficiency level in the foreign language you listed as your 
second strongest. 
 

 high level of 
competence 

moderately 
high level of 
competence 

average 
level of 

competence 

low level of 
competence 

no level of 
competence 

Speaking      
Listening      
Writing      
Reading      
Please indicate your proficiency level in the foreign language you listed as your third 
strongest. 
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 high level of 
competence 

moderately 
high level of 
competence 

average 
level of 

competence 

low level of 
competence 

no level of 
competence 

Speaking      
Listening      
Writing      
Reading      
 
RUSSIAN 
Check if your parents, grandparents, or anyone else in your immediate/extended 
family is a native speaker of Russian. * 
   Mother 
   Father 
   Maternal grandparent(s)  
   Paternal grandparent(s)  
   Nobody 
   Spouse/partner 
   Other: _________________________________________ 
  
At what age did you start to hear or use Russian* 
_________________________________________ 
 
How long in total have you studied Russian (in years)? * 
_________________________________________ 
 
Please indicate your proficiency level in Russian. * 

 high level of 
competence 

moderately 
high level of 
competence 

average 
level of 

competence 

low level of 
competence 

no level of 
competence 

Speaking      
Listening      
Writing      
Reading      
 
Did you study Russian in elementary school? * 
 yes 
 no 
Please give details on studying Russian in elementary school.  At what age, for how 
long, how many hours a week? 
_________________________________________ 
 
Did you study Russian in middle/high school?* 
 yes 
 no 
Please give details on studying Russian in middle/high school. 
At what age, for how long, how many hours a week? 
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_________________________________________ 
 
Did you study Russian in a Russian school? * 
(i.e. in a school in Russia or a bilingual Russian school abroad) 
 yes 
 no 
Please give details on studying Russian in a Russian school. 
At what age, for how long, how many hours a week?    
_________________________________________  
 
Did you study Russian at a college/university? * 
 yes 
 no 
Please give details on studying Russian at a college/university. 
At what age, for how long, how many hours a week?     
_________________________________________  
 
Did you study Russian with a private tutor? * 
 yes 
 no 
Please give details on studying Russian with a private tutor. 
At what age, for how long, how many hours a week? 
_________________________________________  
 
Have you visited/lived in a Russian‐speaking country? * 
If you answered yes, please answer the next question. 
 Yes 
 No 
Please give details on your visits to Russian-speaking countries. 
At what age: _____; For _____ [in months]; Location: _____     
_________________________________________  
 
On average, how much Russian do you use outside of the classroom? * 

 no time at all 1-2 hours a 
week 

3-4 hours a 
week 

5-6 
hours 
a week 

more than 6 
hours a week 

with parents/grandparents 
speaking Russian to you       

with 
relatives/friends/partner 
speaking Russian to you  

     

self-study Russian      
watching Russian 
TV/movies/listening to the 
Russian radio 

     

using Russian for work      
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IDENTIFICATION NUMBER  
Please create a unique identification number by providing the following information. 
Note down your identification number for future use. 
 
First letter of your first name, First letter of you family/last name, Date of birth *  
Please use capital letters and the MM/DD format. (e.g. For John Smith, born on February 
01, the ID number is JS0201) 
_________________________________________  
 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
How old are you? * 
_________________________________________ 
 
Gender * 
Male 
Female 
 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? * 
Secondary school 
Bachelors 
Masters 
PhD 
 
Did you major/minor or are you majoring or minoring in Russian/Slavonic 
studies?* 
yes 
no  
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APPENDIX B Language Background Questionnaire (German) 

Sprachenhintegrund Fragebogen 

Herzlichen Dank für Ihre Bereitschaft, an meiner Studie teilzunehmen! Das Ausfüllen des 
Fragebogens wird nur 5 Minuten dauern. Bitte beantworten Sie die folgenden Fragen 
über Ihre Lernerfahrung im Russischen:  
 
Die mit * markierten Fragen sind obligatorisch, die übrigen freiwillig.  
 
MUTTERSPRACHE(N) 
 
Was war Ihre stärkste Sprache bis zum fünften Lebensjahr? * 
________________________ 
 
Was ist Ihre stärkste Sprache momentan? * 
__________________________ 
 
FREMDSPRACHE(N) 
 
In wievielen Fremdsprachen außer Russisch verfügen Sie über Sprachkentnisse?* 
__________________________ 
 
In welchen Fremdsprachen verfügen Sie über Sprachkentnisse? * 
Bitte zählen Sie die Fremdsprachen in der Reihenfolge von der stärksten bis zur 
schwächsten Sprache auf.  
___________________________________________________________ 
 
Bitte schätzen Sie Ihre Kompetenzstufe in Ihrer stärksten Fremdsprache ein. * 
 

 Hohe 
Kompetenz 

Relativ hohe 
kompetenz 

Durch-
schnittliche 
Kompetenz 

Niedrige 
Kompetenz Keine Kompetenz 

Sprechen      
Hören      
Schreiben      
Lesen      
 
Bitte schätzen Sie Ihre Kompetenzstufe in Ihrer zweitstärksten Fremdsprache ein. 
 

 Hohe 
Kompetenz 

Relativ hohe 
kompetenz 

Durch-
schnittliche 
Kompetenz 

Niedrige 
Kompetenz Keine Kompetenz 

Sprechen      
Hören      
Schreiben      
Lesen      
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Bitte schätzen Sie Ihre Kompetenzstufe in Ihrer drittstärksten Fremdsprache ein. 
 

 Hohe 
Kompetenz 

Relativ hohe 
kompetenz 

Durch-
schnittliche 
Kompetenz 

Niedrige 
Kompetenz Keine Kompetenz 

Sprechen      
Hören      
Schreiben      
Lesen      
 
RUSSISCH 
 
Geben Sie an, ob Ihre Eltern, Großeltern oder jemand in Ihrer Familie 
Muttersprachler(in) des Russischen ist. * 

 Mutter 
 Vater 
 Eltern der Mutter 
 Eltern des Vaters 
 Niemand 
 Ehefrau/Ehemann 
 Andere Person: __________________________ 
 

In welchem Alter haben Sie angefangen, Russisch zu hören oder zu verwenden? * 
__________________________ 
 
Wie lange insgesamt haben Sie Russisch gelernt (in Jahren)? * 
__________________________ 
 
Haben Sie Russisch in Grundschule gelernt? * 
  Ja 
  Nein 
 
Bitte geben Sie Details über das Russischlernen in der Grundschule an.  
In welchem Alter, wie lange, wie viele Stunden pro Woche? 
__________________________ 
 
Haben Sie Russisch an einer weiterführenden Schule (z.B. Gymnasium oder 
Realschule) gelernt? * 
  Ja 
  Nein 
 
Bitte geben Sie Details über das Russischlernen in der weiterführenden Schule an. 
In welchem Alter, wie lange, wie viele Stunden pro Woche? 
__________________________ 
 
Haben Sie Russisch an einer Russischen Schule gelernt? * 
(z.B. an einer Schule in Russland oder an einer bilingualen Schule in Ihrem Land) 
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  Ja 
  Nein 
Bitte geben Sie Details über das Russischlernen an der Russischen Schule an. 
In welchem Alter, wie lange, wie viele Stunden pro Woche? 
__________________________ 
 
Haben Sie Russisch an einer Universität gelernt? * 
  Ja 
  Nein 
Bitte geben Sie Details über das Russischlernen an der Universität an. 
In welchem Alter, wie lange, wie viele Stunden pro Woche? 
__________________________ 
 
Haben Sie Russisch mit einem Privatlehrer/ einer Privatlehrerin gelernt? * 
  Ja 
  Nein 
Bitte geben Sie Details über das Russischlernen mit dem Privatlehrer/der 
Privatlehrerin an. 
In welchem Alter, wie lange, wie viele Stunden pro Woche? 
__________________________ 
 
Waren Sie schon einmal in einem russischsprachigen Land? Haben Sie in einem 
russischsprachigen Land gelebt? * 
Wenn ja, bitte beantworten Sie bitte die nächste Frage. 
  Ja 
  Nein 
 
Bitte geben Sie Details über Ihren Besuch/Ihre Besuche in russischsprachigen 
Ländern an. 
In welchem Alter: _____; wie lange _____ [in Monaten]; Ort: _____ 
_______________ 
 
Wie häufig benutzen Sie Russisch durchschnittlich außerhalb des Unterrichts? * 
 

 Gar nicht 1-2 Stunden 
pro Woche 

3-4 Stunden 
pro Woche 

5-6 
Stunden 

pro Woche 

Mehr als 6 
Stunden pro 

Woche 
Mit Eltern/Großeltern, die mit 
Ihnen Russisch sprechen      

Mit Verwandten/ Freunden/ 
Partnern, die mit Ihnen Russisch 
sprechen  

     

Selbstständiges Russischlernen      
Russisches Fernsehen / Filme 
sehen / Russisches Radio hören      

Russisch für die Arbeit 
verwenden      
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IDENTIFIKATIONSNUMMER 
Bitte geben Sie die folgenden Informationen an, um Ihre persönliche 
Identifikationsnummer zu kreieren. Schreiben Sie die Nummer auf. 
 
Erster Buchstabe Ihres Vornamens, erster Buchstabe Ihres Nachnamens, 
Geburtsdatum * 
Bitte benutzen Sie Großbuchstaben und das Tag/Monat-Format. Beispiel: Kerstin 
Schmitt, geboren am 1. Februar ! die ID-Nummer lautet KS0102. 
 
__________________________ 
 
DEMOGRAPHISCHE INFORMATIONEN 
 
Wie alt Sind Sie? * 
__________________________ 
 
Geschlecht* 
  Mänlich 
  Weiblich 
 
Was ist Ihr höchster Bildungsabschluss?* 
   
 Abitur 
  Bachelor/Fachhochschule 
  Master/Diplom/Staatsexamen 
  Promotion 
 Sonstiger Abschluss 
 
War Russisch Ihr Haupt- oder Nebenfach im Studium? 
  Ja 
 Nein 
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APPENDIX C Russian Elicited Imitation Test (k = 56) 

For this task you will be asked to repeat some sentences in English and then some 
sentences in Russian. Please pay careful attention to the instructions on the recording. 
Please do not take any notes during this exercise. Now let’s begin.  
You are going to hear several sentences in English. After each sentence there will be a 
short pause followed by a tone sound (beep). Your task is to try to repeat exactly what 
you hear in English. You will be given sufficient time after the tone to repeat the 
sentence. Repeat as much as you can. Remember, don’t start repeating the sentence until 
you hear the tone sound (beep). Now let’s begin: 
 
We drove to the park. (pause, beep). 
I’ll call her tomorrow night. (pause, beep). 
You can buy meat at the butcher shop. (pause, beep). 
My brother just bought a brand new computer. (pause, beep). 
Sometimes they take their dog for a walk in the park. (pause, beep). 
We are going to play volleyball at the gym that I told you about. (pause, beep). 
 
That was the last English sentence. Now you are going to hear a number of sentences in 
Russian. Once again: after each sentence there will be a short pause followed by a tone 
sound (beep). Your task is to try to repeat exactly what you hear in Russian. You will be 
given sufficient time after the tone to repeat the sentence. Repeat as much as you can. 
Remember, don’t start repeating the sentence until you hear the tone sound (beep). Now 
let’s begin: 
 
Nr. of 
syllables  

Stimuli in Russian12 English translation 

6 1. Друг Саши из Москвы. Sasha’s friend is from Moscow. 
2. Мне нужно подстричься. I have to get a haircut. (7) 

7 3. У нас дружная семья. We have a friendly family. 
4. О чём они говорят? What are they talking about? 
5. Этот фильм о России. This movie is about Russia. 

8 6. Возможно, завтра пойдёт 
дождь.  

It is possible that it will rain 
tomorrow. (12) 

7. Звонит мне друг и говорит. My friend calls me and tells (a story). 
9 8. Ей нужна новая посуда. She needs new dishes. 

9. Давай встретимся в 
полшестого. 

Let’s meet at half past five. 

10 10. Красная книга лежит на The red book is on the table. (8) 

                                                

12 22 of the stimuli (in italics) are adapted from Ortega et al. (1999, 2002) 
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столе. 
11. Я всегда езжу только на 
метро. 

I always take a metro. 

12. Я приглашаю тебя на концерт. I am inviting you to a concert. 
11 13. Он принимает душ каждое 

утро. 
He takes a shower every morning. (9) 

14. Что, прости, ты будешь 
делать сегодня? 

Sorry, what did you say you would do 
today? (10) 

15. Расскажи мне свой любимый 
анекдот.  

Tell me your favorite anecdote. 

16. Он любит фильмы со 
счастливым концом. 

He enjoys movies, which have a 
happy ending. (12) 

12 17. В этом городе широкие 
улицы. 

The streets in this city are wide. (8) 

18. Правда, что тебе нравится 
слушать кантри? 

You really enjoy listening to country 
music, don't you (14) 

19. Мне очень понравился поход 
в оперу. 

I really enjoyed going to the opera.   

20. Я съела такую вкусную 
булочку! 

I ate such a tasty roll! 

21. Количество курящих растет 
с каждым днем. 

The number of people who smoke is 
increasing every year.(17/18) 

13 22. Многие люди вообще не 
завтракают. 

Many people don’t eat anything at all 
for breakfast. (19) 

23. На субботу билетов, к 
сожалению, нет. 

Unfortunately, there are no tickets for 
Saturday. 

24. Анатолий высокого роста и 
худой. 

Anatoly is tall and thin. 

25. Дети должны уважать своих 
родителей. 

Children should respect their parents. 

26. Передайте им, пожалуйста, 
большой привет. 

Tell them please (I/we) said hello. 

14 27. Он прилетает во Владимир 
через три часа. 

He is arriving (landing) in Vladimir 
in three hours. 

28. Идите прямо, потом 
поверните направо. 

Go straight ahead, then turn right. 
(15) 

29. Я вчера прочитала 
интересную статью. 

Yesterday I read an interesting 
article. 

30. За бананы я заплатила сто 
сорок рублей. 

For bananas I paid 140 rubles. 

31. Он решил на несколько дней 
поехать в Сочи. 

He decided to go to Sochi for a 
couple of days. 

15 32. Я сомневаюсь, что он водит 
настолько хорошо.  

I doubt that he drives that well. (10) 

33. У моего парня отличное My boyfriend has a wonderful sense 
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чувство юмора. of humor. (15) 
34. Что вы будете делать сегодня 
поздно вечером? 

What are you going to do later 
tonight? 

35. Восьмого марта мы устроили 
праздник для мамы. 

On the 8th of March we organized a 
holiday for the mom. 

36. Она появилась на вечеринке 
очень поздно. 

She came to the party very late. 

16 37. Аспиранты собираются по 
средам в семь вечера. 

PhD students gather together at 7 
p.m. 

38. Когда-нибудь я тоже буду 
много зарабатывать. 

One day I will also earn a lot. 

39. Моя подруга одевается очень 
современно. 

My friend wears very fashionable 
clothes. 

40. Каждый третий россиянин 
считает, что в стране кризис. 

Every third Russian thinks that the 
country is in crisis. 

17 41. Эти дома очень красивые, но 
слишком дорогие. 

The houses are very nice but too 
expensive. (12) 

42. Экзамен был вовсе не таким 
сложным, как ты его описал. 

The exam wasn't nearly as difficult as 
you told me it would be. (18) 

43. Моя сестра с детства 
интересуется литературой. 

My sister has been interested in 
literature from her childhood. 

44. Я хочу большой сад, в 
котором смогу выращивать 
вишни. 

I want a big orchard, in which I can 
plant cherry trees. (Similar to item 
13(14)) 

18 45. Говорят, в этом ресторане 
готовят очень хорошо.  

That restaurant is supposed to have 
very good food. (They say, one cooks 
well in this restaurant 13) 

46. Она только что закончила 
красить стены своей квартиры.  

She just finished painting the inside 
of her apartment (14).  

47. Я надеюсь, что в этом году 
потеплеет раньше, чем в 
прошлом. 

I hope it will get warmer sooner this 
year than it did last year (16). 

48. Его дядя носит очки, потому 
что он плохо видит. 

His uncle wears glasses because he 
has bad eyesight. 

19 49. Таня часто думает о деревне, 
в которой она выросла. 

Tanya often thinks about the village 
where she grew up. 

50. Мой хороший друг всегда 
присматривает за соседскими 
детьми. 

A good friend of mine always takes 
care of the neighbor’s children. (16) 

51. Ты не мог бы передать мне 
книгу, которая лежит на столе? 

Would you be so kind as to hand me 
the book which is on the table?(17) 

52. Отец сожалел о пятистах 
тысячах, потраченных на ремонт. 

The father regretted 500,000 spent on 
repairs.  

20 53. Перед тем как пойти гулять, 
он должен закончить уборку 

Before he can go out, he has to finish 
cleaning his room. (23) 
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комнаты.  
54. Реформа образования 
интенсивно обсуждается в 
прессе. 

The educational reform is being 
discussed intensively in the press. 

21 55. Профессор провел целый 
вечер, проверяя сочинения 
студентов. 

The professor spent the whole 
evening, correcting students’ essays. 

56. Операция прошла успешно, и 
врачи его быстро выписали. 

The surgery went well and he was 
discharged from hospital soon.  

 
This is the end of the Elicited Imitation Test. Thank you.  
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APPENDIX D Russian Elicited Imitation Test (German Instructions) 

Für diese Aufgabe werden Sie gebeten einige Sätze auf Deutsch und danach einige Sätze 
auf Russisch zu wiederholen. Bitte hören Sie den Anweisungen aufmerksam zu.  Machen 
Sie sich während dieser Aufgabe bitte keine Notizen. Fangen wir an: 
 
Sie werden einige Saetze auf Deutsch hören. Nach jedem Satz kommt eine Pause mit 
einem darauf folgenden Ton. (TON). Ihre Aufgabe ist es, zu versuchen, möglichst genau 
das zu wiederholen, was Sie auf Deutsch gehört haben. Sie bekommen nach dem Ton 
genug Zeit, um den Satz zu wiederholen. Wiederholen Sie so viel wie Sie können. 
Denken Sie daran: fangen Sie nicht an, den Satz zu wiederholen, bevor Sie den Ton 
(TON) gehört haben. Fangen wir an: 
 
Nach dem Essen sind wir spazieren gegangen.   (Pause, Ton). 
 
Ich mag Filme, die ein gutes Ende haben.   (Pause, Ton). 
 
Es ist höchst wahrscheinlich, dass es morgen regnet.   (Pause, Ton). 
 
Die Häuser sind nicht sehr schön und viel zu teuer.   (Pause, Ton). 
 
Der Junge, dessen Katze gestern starb, ist traurig.   (Pause, Ton). 
 
Das Restaurant sollte sehr gutes Essen haben.   (Pause, Ton). 
 
Das war der letzte Satz auf Deutsch. Jetzt werden Sie einige Sätze auf Russisch hören. 
Noch ein mal: Nach jedem Satz kommt eine Pause mit einem darauf folgenden Ton. 
(TON). Ihre Aufgabe ist es, zu versuchen, möglichst genau das zu wiederholen, was Sie 
auf Russisch gehört haben. Sie bekommen nach dem Ton genug Zeit, um den Satz zu 
wiederholen. Wiederholen Sie so viel wie Sie können. Denken Sie daran: fangen Sie 
nicht an, den Satz zu wiederholen, bevor Sie den Ton (TON) gehört haben. Fangen wir 
an: 
 
SÄTZE 
Das ist das Ende des Tests. Vielen Dank!
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APPENDIX E Scoring Guidelines for the Russian EIT  

SCORE 0 
Criteria Examples 
• Nothing (Silence)  
• Garbled (unintelligible, usually 

transcribed as XXX) 
 

• Minimal repetition, then item 
abandoned: 

- Only 1 word repeated (or one word 
plus not-existing word) 

 
 
 
- Only 1 content word plus function 
word(s) 
 
 
- Only 1 content word plus function 
word(s) plus extraneous words that 
weren’t in the original stimulus 
- Only function word(s) repeated 
 
NOTE: with только, только что, ещё 
(meaningful adverbs), score 1 

 
- Реформа обсуждания (item 54) “Reform 
not-existing word” 
- Она выросла дней ХХХ Сочи. (item 31) 
“She grew up days Sochi” 
 
 
- что хорошо (item 32) “that good” 
- в России (item 40) “in Russia” 
 
 
Моя подруга детей за родителей (item 
50) “My friend (fem) children after 
parents” 
 
 
Она только что закончила (item 46) “She 
just finished” 
(Closed word + Adv + lexical word) (score 
1) 

 
SCORE 1 
Criteria Examples 
• When only about half of idea units 

are represented in the string but a lot 
of important information in the 
original stimulus is left out 

 
• When barely half of lexical words get 

repeated and meaningful content 
results in the utterance that is 
unrelated (or opposed) to stimulus, 
frequently with hesitation markers 

- Аспиранты собираются (item 37) “PhD 
students meet” 
- Я надеюсь, что этом го раньше (item 47) 
“I hope this year earlier …” 
 
- Давай встретимся ночь посуда (item 9)  
“Let’s meet night dishes” 
- Экзамен ХХХ ты его написал (item 42) 
“Exam you wrote it” 
- Восьмого мама восьмого марта у нас 
праздник для (item 35)  “Eighth mother 
eighth of March we have a party for” 
- Я сомневаюсь только хорошо (item 32)  
“I doubt only good” 
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• Or when string doesn’t in itself 
constitute a self-standing sentence 
with some (targetlike or 
nontargetlike) meaning (This may 
happen more often with shorter items, 
where if only 2 of 3 content words are 
repeated and no grammatical relation 
between them is attempted, then score 
1) 

 
• Also when half of a long stimulus is 

left out, and the sentence produced is 
incomplete 

- Красная книга ниже на стое (item 10) 
“A red book lower on taXXe”   
- Мне нужно  (item 2) “I need” 
- Что прости ты делать сево суббота 
время? (item 14) “What did you say (sorry) 
do toXXX Saturday time? 
 
 
 
 
- Я хочу большой сад, где я (item 44) “I 
would like a big orchard where» 
- Перед тем как он гулять (item 53) 
“Before going for a walk” 
- Я съела такую вкусную (item 20) “I ate 
such tasty…” 

 
SCORE 2 
Criteria Examples 
• When content of string preserves at 

least more than half of the idea units 
in the original stimulus; string in 
meaningful, and the meaning is close 
or related to original, but it departs 
from it in some slight changes in 
content, which makes content inexact, 
incomplete, or ambiguous 

- Расскажи мне любимый анекдот (item 
15) “Tell me … favorite joke” 
- Друг Саша из Москвы (item 1) “Friend 
Sasha is from Moscow” Compare: Sasha's 
friend is from Moscow 
- Он прилетает Владимир три часа (item 
27) “He lands Vladimir three 
(hours/o'clock)” 
- Мне очень нравится ходить на оперу 
(item 19) I enjoy going to the opera. (past 
vs. present) 
- Этот фильм России (item 5) “This movie 
Russia” 
- Дети должны раздать родителей. (item 
25) “Children should XXX parents” 

 
SCORE 3 
Criteria Examples 
• Original, complete meaning is 

preserved as in the stimulus. Strings 
which are quite ungrammatical can 
get a 3 score, as long as exact 
meaning is preserved. Some 
synonymous substitutions are 
acceptable. Also items where one 
additional word is added, without big 
change in meaning or where word 
order is changed. 

- Он любит фильмы с *счастливый 
конец. (item 16) “ He like movies with a 
happy (wrong ending) end 
- На субботы *билеты, к сожалению, нет 
(item 23) “Unfortunately, there are no 
tickets (wrong ending) for Saturday” 
- Дети должны уважать *свои_ родители 
(item 25) “Children should respect their 
(wrong ending) parents” 
- Что, прости, ты *будет делать *на 
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• Examples of acceptable substitutions 

(SCORE 3): hand/give/pass are 
acceptable synonyms for item 51. 
Substitutions of and & but are 
acceptable. A lot of = many, etc. 

• Anything with or without ‘very’ can 
be considered synonymous. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Examples of unacceptable 

substitutions or omissions (SCORE 
2): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Changes in grammar that don’t affect 

meaning should be scored as 3. For 
instance, failure to use correct aspect 
without crucial changes in meaning 
(score 3). 

сегодня? (item 14) “What did you say you 
will (wrong ending) do *for today?” 
 
растёт ! увеличивается (item 21) “grows 
! increases” 
слишком дорогие ! очень дорогие  (item 
41) 
“too expensive ! very expensive” 
в котором ! где (item 44) “in which ! 
where” 
 
 
 
оперу  ≠ поход в оперу  (item) opera  ≠ 
visit to the opera 
платила ≠ заплатила (item) “paid 
(imperfect) ≠ have paid (perfect)” 
читала ≠ почитала ≠ прочитала (item) 
“was reading ≠ read a little  ≠ has read 
(perfect)” 
он ≠ она “he ≠ she” 
булочка ≠ еда (item) “roll ≠ food” 
отличное чувство юмора ≠ хороший 
юмор (item) “ excellent sense of humor ≠ 
good  humor” 
- a lot of Noun> 0 Noun 
-too Adj > 0 Adj 
 
 
- Возможно, завтра *идёт дождь. (item 6) 
“Maybe, tomorrow it will rain (wrong 
aspect)” 
- Правда, что тебе нравится *слышать 
кантри? (item 18) “Is it true that you like to 
hear country?” 
 
- Мне очень нравится поход в оперу. 
(item 19) “I like going to the opera” vs. 
Мне очень понравился поход в оперу. (I 
liked the visit to the opera). 
 
 
- В этом городе большая улица (item 17) 
“In this city there is a big street” 
- Расскажи мне любимые анекдоты (item 
15) “Tell me your favourite jokes” 
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• Сases of extra marking or more 

marked morphology should be 
considered as meaning change. For 
example, a present tense repeated as 
past or as future should be scored as 
meaning change (score 2). 

 
• Similarly, singular/plural differences 

between stimulus and repeated string 
change the meaning, not only the 
grammar (score 2).  

 
 
• Changes of person (he for she or she 

for he) change the meaning; but 
problems of agreement (she...her 
versus she...his) should be considered 
grammatical change, not meaning 
change. 

 
• Ambiguous changes in grammar that 

COULD be interpreted as meaning 
changes from a NS perspective 
should be scored as 2. That is, as a 
general principle in case of doubt 
about whether meaning has changed 
or not, score 2. 

- Таня часто думает о деревне, в которой 
*он выросла. (item 19) “Tanya often thinks 
about the village where he grew up.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
В этом городе большая улицы. (item 17) 
“The streets in this city are big” (wrong 
agreement). 
 (We can’t know whether the number 
agreement is just a grammar problem or an 
interpretation problem, but string is 
ambiguous in meaning: (a) a generic plural 
statement or (b) a statement about one street 
(score 2). 

 
SCORE 4 
Criteria Examples 
• Exact repetition: String matches 

stimulus exactly. Both form and 
meaning are correct without 
exception or doubt. 

Optional complimentizer also 4 

 
 
 
Говорят, что в этом ресторане готовят 
очень хорошо. They say that this restaurant 
serves good food = They say this restaurant 
serves good food.  
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APPENDIX F1 Study Information Sheet (Study 1, English) 

 
 

You are invited to consider participating in a research study that investigates the 
capacity of Elicited Imitation Test to measure oral language proficiency in Russian.  I am 
inviting you to participate in this research project because you are learning Russian or 
have learned it in the past and are at least 18 years of age.   
 
When conducting research in Second Language Acquisition in general and Russian as a 
Foreign Language in particular, researchers need to have a reliable and valid assessment 
instrument. Till date there exists no valid test for measuring Russian oral abilities 
available for free. This research aims to develop and validate an Elicited Imitation Test as 
a short-cut measure of Russian oral proficiency. It will enable insightful research findings, 
thus making Russian language instruction more effective. 
Help researchers and teachers of the Russian language around the world understand 
students like you better! 
 
You are invited to take part in this study that will involve two activities: 

• Filling out the Language Background Questionnaire  
http://tinyurl.com/m6egeme  (5 minutes) 

• Taking an Elicited Imitation Test (15 minutes) 
 
I hope the experience will be both fun and helpful for you in your study of Russian. It can 
certainly be a fun experience to test your Russian speaking abilities in a format you have 
probably never experienced before. 
 
Please fill out the questionnaire and email me to schedule a meeting for the second 
part.  
Thank you very much for you help! 
 
If you have any questions at all please contact the Principle Investigator (Anastasia Mozgalina) 
am3015@georgetown.edu or 202-594-5444. You can also contact Georgetown University IRB: 
irboard@georgetown.edu or 202.687.1506. SW104 Med-Dent Building, 3900 Reservoir Road, NW 
Washington, DC 20057 

Родина Вас не забудет " 
And neither will I! 

www.mozgalina.com  
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APPENDIX F2 Study Information Sheet (Study 2, English)  

 

 
…or you have learnt Russian before and are at least 18 years old? If you have answered 
“Yes” to these questions, you can take part in my research study. The study investigates how 
a so-called Elicited Imitation test assesses oral skills in Russian. 
 
When conducting research in Second Language Acquisition in general and Russian as a 
Foreign Language in particular, researchers need to have a reliable and valid assessment 
instrument. Till date there exists no valid test for measuring Russian oral abilities available for 
free. This research aims to develop and validate an Elicited Imitation Test as a short-cut 
measure of Russian oral proficiency. It will enable insightful research findings, thus making 
Russian language instruction more effective. 
Help researchers and teachers of the Russian language around the world understand 
students like you better! 
 
You are invited to take part in this study that will involve two sessions: 

• Session 1: 
o Language Background Questionnaire http://tinyurl.com/ns9p8lo (5 minutes) 
o Elicited Imitation Test (10 minutes) 
o Stimulated Oral Proficiency Interview/ SOPI (max 45 minutes) 

• Session 2: 
o Listening test (25 min) 
o C-test (20 min) 

Use the chance to improve your Russian and to learn more about your Russian skills. It will be 
an interesting experience for you to assess your oral skills in Russian, as well as practice Oral 
Proficiency Interview for free! 
 
If you have any questions at all please contact the Principle Investigator (Anastasia 
Mozgalina) am3015@georgetown.edu or 202-594-5444. You can also contact Georgetown 
University IRB: irboard@georgetown.edu or 202.687.1506. SW104 Med-Dent Building, 3900 
Reservoir Road, NW 
Washington, DC 20057 

Родина Вас не забудет " 
And neither will I! 

www.mozgalina.com  

Are you learning Russian? 
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APPENDIX G Study Information Sheet (Study 1, German) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
…oder haben Sie einmal Russisch gelernt und sind mindestens 18 Jahre alt? Wenn Sie diese 
Fragen mit “Ja” beantworten, können Sie an meiner Forschungstudie teilnehmen. Die Studie 
untersucht, wie gut ein sog. “Nachsprechtest” (Elicited imitation test) die mündliche Kompetenz 
im Russischen misst.  
 
Zur Untersuchung des Zweitspracherwerbs im Allgemeinen und des Russischspracherwerbs im 
Besonderen sind Forscher auf verlässliche Messinstrumente angewiesen. Bis jetzt gibt es keinen 
frei verfügbaren Test, der mündliche Fähigkeiten im Russischen auf verschiedenen Stufen misst. 
Meine Studie dient der Entwicklung und Validierung eines solchen Tests. Helfen Sie mit, das 
Russischlernen effektiver zu machen und helfen Sie gleichzeitig den Russischlehrern in 
verschiedenen Ländern dabei Sie als Russischlerner besser zu verstehen! 
 
Der Test besteht aus zwei Elementen: 

• Erstens, einem kleinen Fragebogen 
http://tinyurl.com/onzjn5z (Dauer: ca. 5 Minuten) 

• Zweitens, der Teilnahme an dem Nachsprechtest (ca. 15 Minuten) 
 
Nutzen Sie die Chance, Ihr Russisch zu verbessern und mehr über Ihre Sprachkenntnisse zu 
erfahren. Es wird definitiv eine interessante Erfahrung sein, die Ihre mündliche Kompetenz im 
Russischen in einem Format testet, das Sie nie zuvor erlebt haben. 

So funktioniert es: Füllen Sie den oben verlinkten Fragebogen aus und schicken Sie mir eine 
Email, damit wir einen Termin vereinbaren können, um den Nachsprechtest durchzuführen. 

Vielen Dank für Ihre Hilfe! 

Родина Вас не забудет " 
Und ich auch nicht! 

www.mozgalina.com  
 

Wenn Sie Fragen haben, kontaktieren Sie mich: Anastasia Mozgalina, Projektleiterin. 
am3015@georgetown.edu oder 015207590939. Sie können auch Georgetown University IRB: 
irboard@georgetown.edu kontaktieren, um über Ihre Rechte als Studienteilnehmer zu erfahren. 

Lernen Sie Russisch? 
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APPENDIX H1 Student Consent Form (Study 1, English) 

Development and Validity Evaluation of Elicited Imitation Test for Measuring Overall Oral 
Proficiency in Russian (Georgetown University Linguistics Department) 
 
Please read the following "Consent Form" and then indicate whether you are willing to participate 
in the test. 

STUDENT CONSENT FORM 
PURPOSE: I am inviting you to participate in this research project because you are 
learning Russian or have learned it in the past and are at least 18 years of age. The 
purpose of this research project is to investigate if the developed Elicited Imitation Test 
for Russian as a foreign language is accurate and valid for measuring oracy in Russian 
across different learner populations.  
PROCEDURES: You will be asked to participate in two computer-delivered tests: (1) a 
language-learning background questionnaire; and (2) the Elicited Imitation Test. 
(1) Language-learning Background Questionnaire: You will be asked to complete a 
brief language-learning background questionnaire. This takes about 5 minutes. 
(2) Language ability test battery: This test consists of 56 Russian sentences of different 
length and complexity. You will be asked to listen to the sentences and repeat them to the 
best of your abilities. It will take 15 minutes. 
DISCOMFORTS and RISKS: There are no known risks involved in completing this test. 
BENEFITS: The Elicited Imitation test will be shared with other professionals to be used 
as a short-cut test of oral proficiency in Russian and will be of great use for Russian 
Foreign Language programs or researchers conducting studies with Russian learners. 
DURATION: It will take approximately 15 minutes to complete the test and the background 
form. 
CONFIDENTIALITY: The test you will be taking is intended solely for research purposes. The 
scores will be kept anonymous and will have no bearing on your course grades and otherwise. 
Your scores and answers to questions will NOT be associated with your name or any other 
personally identifiable information at any point. Findings from the analyses will be reported only 
in a generic, group-based format, and your anonymity will be maintained. Only the primary 
investigator (Anastasia Mozgalina) will have access to your responses. 
RIGHT TO ASK QUESTIONS: Contact Anastasia Mozgalina (am3015@georgetown.edu) with 
any questions about the study. If you have questions about your rights as a participant, contact the 
IRB of the Georgetown University (202-687-1506, or email at irboard@georgetown.edu) 
COMPENSATION: There is no compensation for completing the test. 
VOLUNTARY Participation: You are not required to participate in this test. You can (a) stop 
your participation at any time, (b) request that the documents submitted for the study, e.g., your 
Elicited Imitation Test and background questionnaire, be destroyed and thus excluded from the 
study.  
 
Participant:  
 
I have read and understand the above information. I agree to participate in the test and permit the 
investigators to use the data for their research purposes.   
  
____________________________      _____________________________     _______________ 
Name (please print)                         Signature                                                Date 
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APPENDIX H2 Student Consent Form (Study 2, English) 

Development and Validity Evaluation of Elicited Imitation Test for Measuring 
Overall Oral Proficiency in Russian (Georgetown University Linguistics 

Department) 
Please read the following "Consent Form" and then indicate whether you are willing to 
participate in the study. 
 

STUDENT CONSENT FORM 
PURPOSE: I am inviting you to participate in this research project because you are 
learning Russian or have learned it in the past and are at least 18 years of age.  The 
purpose of this research project is to investigate if the developed Elicited Imitation Test 
for Russian as a foreign language is accurate and valid for measuring oral skills in 
Russian.  
PROCEDURES: You will be asked to participate in five tests: (1) Language-learning 
background questionnaire; (2) Elicited Imitation Test; (3) Simulated Oral Proficiency 
Interview; (4) Listening Comprehension Test; (5) C-test. 
(1) Language-learning Background Questionnaire: You will be asked to complete a 
brief language-learning background questionnaire (http://tinyurl.com/ns9p8lo). This takes 
about 5 minutes. 
(2) Elicited Imitation Test: This test consists of sixty Russian sentences of different 
length and complexity. You will be asked to listen to the sentences and repeat them to the 
best of your abilities. It will take 12 minutes. 
(3) Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview: You will be asked to orally respond to 
several questions and tasks. The interview will take 30 minutes at most depending on 
your proficiency level. 
(4) Listening Comprehension Test: You will listen to three listening 
tasks/conversations and will have to indicate if the statements are true or false. The 
listening part will take approximately 25 minutes. 
(5) C-test: You will be asked to fill out the gaps in four short Russian texts. The task will 
take 20 minutes at most depending on your proficiency level. 
DISCOMFORTS and RISKS: There are no known risks involved in completing this test. 
BENEFITS: The Elicited Imitation test will be shared with other professionals to be used 
as a short-cut test of oral proficiency in Russian and will be of great use for Russian 
Foreign Language programs or researchers conducting studies in with Russian learners. 
DURATION: It will take two sessions of approximately 40 minutes to complete the tests 
and the background form. 
CONFIDENTIALITY: The test you will be taking is intended solely for research 
purposes. The scores will be kept anonymous and will have no bearing on your course 
grades and otherwise. Your scores and answers to questions will NOT be associated with 
your name or any other personally identifiable information at any point. Findings from 
the analyses will be reported only in a generic, group-based format, and your anonymity 
will be maintained. Only the primary investigator (Anastasia Mozgalina) will have access 
to your responds). 
RIGHT TO ASK QUESTIONS: Contact Anastasia Mozgalina 
(am3015@georgetown.edu) with any questions about the study. If you have questions 



 284 

about your rights as a participant, contact the IRB of the Georgetown University (202-
687-1506, or email at irboard@georgetown.edu) 
COMPENSATION: There is no compensation for completing the tests. 
VOLUNTARY Participation: You are not required to participate in this test. You can (a) 
stop your participation at any time, (b) request that the documents submitted for the study 
be destroyed and thus excluded from the study.  
 
Participant:  
 
I have read and understand the above information. I agree to participate in the test and 
permit the investigators to use the data for their research purposes.   
  
____________________________      _______________________     _______________ 
Name (please print)                            Signature                                    Date 
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APPENDIX I Student Consent Form (German) 

Entwicklung und Validierungsstudie des Nachsprechtests (Elicited Imitation Test) zum 
Bewerten mündlicher Kompetenz im Russischen (Georgetown Universität Washington 
D.C., Linguistische Fakultät) 
Bitte lesen Sie die folgende Einwilligungerklärung und bestätigen Sie Ihre Einwilligung durch 
Unterschrift.  

EINWILLIGUNGSERKLÄUNG 
Ich bitte Sie um Teilnahme an meiner Forschungsstudie, da Sie zur Zeit Russisch lernen (oder 
früher Russisch gelernt haben). Zur Teilnahme müssen Sie mindestens 18 Jahre alt sein. Ziel 
dieser Studie ist die Prüfung der Validität und Reliabilität des von mir entwickelten 
Nachsprechtests für Russisch als Fremdsprache hinsichtlich mündlicher Kompetenzen im 
Russischen in verschiedenen Lerngruppen.  
Verfahren: Die Untersuchung besteht aus zwei Computertests: (1) Einem Fragebogen zum 
Sprachenlernen; und (2) einem Test zum Nachsprechen (Imitationstest). 
(1) Fragebogen: Das Ausfüllen des Fragebogens wird ungefähr fünf Minuten in Anspruch 
nehmen.  
(2) Imitationstest: Dieser Test besteht aus 56 Russischen Sätzen verschiedener Länge und 
Komplexität. Sie werden darum gebeten, die Sätze zu hören und sie danach – so gut Sie können – 
zu wiederholen. Der Test dauert maximal 15 Minuten. 
NACHTEILE und RISIKEN: Die Teilnahme an dem Test ist freiwillig und führt zu keinen 
Risiken. Gleiches gilt für den jederzeit möglichen Abbruch des Tests. 
VORTEILE: Der Test wird an andere Forscher und Russischfakultäten weitergegeben, die ihn als 
short-cut Test mündlicher Fähigkeit im Russischen benutzen können. 
DAUER: Der Test und das Ausfüllen des Fragebogens dauern zusammen ca. 20 Minuten. 
DATENSCHUTZ: Der Test sowie die Testdaten werden nur zu Forschungszwecken verwendet. 
Ihre Punktzahl und die Aufnahmen werden pseudonymisiert gespeichert und es folgen daraus 
keine Konsequenzen für Ihre universitären Noten oder Bewertungen. Ihre Punktzahl an dem Test 
und die Aufnamen werden nicht mit Ihrem Namen oder anderen personenbezogenen Daten 
verbunden. Die Ergebnisse werden nur in aggregierter Form präsentiert und Ihre Anonytät wird 
garantiert. Nur die Projektleiterin (Anastasia Mozgalina) wird Zugang zu den Daten haben und 
sie werden an einem mit Passwort geschützten Computer gespeichert.  
FRAGEN: Kontaktieren Sie bitte Anastasia Mozgalina (am3015@georgetown.edu) wenn Sie 
Fragen zur Studie haben. Wenn Sie Fragen zu Ihren Rechten als Teilnehmer(in) haben, 
kontaktieren Sie bitte IRB (Internal Review Board) von der Georgetown Universität (+1-202-
687-1506, oder schicken Sie eine email an irboard@georgetown.edu) 
AUFWANDSENTSCHÄDIGUNG: Mit der Teilnahme unterstützen Sie ein Forschungsvorhaben, 
eine Entschädigung kann leider nicht gezahlt werden. 
FREIWILLIGKEIT: Die Teilnahme ist freiwillig. Sie können (a) Ihre Teilnahme jederzeit 
abbrechen, (b) verlangen, dass von Ihnen stammende Information, z.B. Ihre Nachsprechtestdaten 
und Fragebogenantworten, gelöscht und in der Studie nicht mehr berücksichtigt werden.  
Teilnehmer(in):  
Ich habe die obenstehenden Informationen gelesen und verstanden. Ich bin damit einverstanden, 
an dem Test teilzunehmen und erlaube der Forscherin die Verarbeitung meiner 
personenbezogenen Daten zu den oben dargestellten Forschungszwecken.  
  
______________________     _____________________________    _______________ 
Name (bitte Druckschrift)        Unterschrift                                          Datum
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APPENDIX J Items Measurement Report (US and Germany, k = 56) 

+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|Total  Total   Obsvd  Fair(M)|         Real | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.|Corr. |    | 
|Score  Count  Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm|PtBis |Item| 
|-----------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+------+----| 
|345      97      3.56   3.81 |  -2.31   .20 | 1.74  3.1  3.18  3.2 |  .73 |  .26 |  1 | 
|270      97      2.78   3.05 |  -1.04   .16 | 1.88  4.6  2.42  4.4 |  .30 |  .49 |  2 | 
|374      97      3.86   3.94 |  -3.30   .30 | 1.59  1.6  1.35   .6 | 1.00 |  .28 |  3 | 
|358      97      3.69   3.88 |  -2.65   .21 | 1.40  1.6  1.07   .3 | 1.02 |  .41 |  4 | 
|279      97      2.88   3.17 |  -1.16   .15 | 1.61  3.4  4.55  7.9 |  .15 |  .32 |  5 | 
|312      97      3.22   3.55 |  -1.67   .14 | 1.24  1.3  1.11   .4 |  .89 |  .61 |  6 | 
|236      97      2.43   2.54 |   -.60   .11 |  .99   .0  1.06   .3 | 1.06 |  .70 |  7 | 
|300      97      3.09   3.43 |  -1.47   .14 | 1.36  2.0  1.43  1.3 | 1.02 |  .64 |  8 | 
|267      97      2.75   3.01 |  -1.00   .12 | 1.05   .3   .88  -.4 | 1.09 |  .75 |  9 | 
|302      97      3.11   3.45 |  -1.50   .15 | 1.38  2.1  1.18   .6 | 1.08 |  .66 | 10 | 
|357      97      3.68   3.87 |  -2.62   .21 | 1.50  2.0   .93   .0 |  .94 |  .42 | 11 | 
|337      97      3.47   3.76 |  -2.13   .16 | 1.17   .9   .82  -.3 | 1.09 |  .56 | 12 | 
|346      97      3.57   3.81 |  -2.33   .17 | 1.21  1.0  1.32   .7 |  .83 |  .45 | 13 | 
|216      97      2.23   2.24 |   -.35   .12 | 1.07   .5  1.27  1.4 |  .80 |  .65 | 14 | 
|207      97      2.13   2.11 |   -.23   .11 |  .92  -.5   .91  -.4 | 1.12 |  .78 | 15 | 
|259      97      2.67   2.89 |   -.89   .12 |  .99   .0  1.31  1.3 |  .20 |  .65 | 16 | 
|320      97      3.30   3.63 |  -1.80   .13 |  .72 -1.7   .71  -.8 | 1.12 |  .69 | 17 | 
|255      97      2.63   2.83 |   -.84   .14 | 1.45  2.7  1.27  1.2 |  .73 |  .69 | 18 | 
|202      97      2.08   2.04 |   -.17   .11 |  .62 -3.1   .85  -.9 | 1.22 |  .77 | 19 | 
|195      97      2.01   1.94 |   -.09   .12 | 1.24  1.6  1.10   .6 | 1.05 |  .80 | 20 | 
|100      97      1.03    .79 |   1.20   .13 |  .94  -.3   .76 -1.3 | 1.23 |  .78 | 21 | 
|261      97      2.69   2.92 |   -.92   .14 | 1.39  2.3  1.13   .6 | 1.06 |  .74 | 22 | 
|259      97      2.67   2.89 |   -.89   .12 |  .90  -.6  1.15   .7 |  .73 |  .74 | 23 | 
|264      97      2.72   2.96 |   -.96   .13 | 1.32  1.9  1.15   .6 | 1.15 |  .75 | 24 | 
|209      97      2.15   2.14 |   -.26   .11 |  .50 -4.3   .51 -3.5 | 1.14 |  .87 | 25 | 
|258      97      2.66   2.88 |   -.88   .13 | 1.30  1.9  1.53  2.1 |  .80 |  .64 | 26 | 
|232      97      2.39   2.48 |   -.55   .11 | 1.03   .2  1.38  1.8 |  .73 |  .67 | 27 | 
|229      97      2.36   2.44 |   -.51   .11 |  .78 -1.6   .75 -1.4 | 1.24 |  .79 | 28 | 
|281      97      2.90   3.20 |  -1.19   .13 | 1.22  1.3  1.31  1.2 |  .91 |  .64 | 29 | 
|246      97      2.54   2.70 |   -.72   .11 |  .81 -1.3   .86  -.6 | 1.36 |  .77 | 30 | 
|188      97      1.94   1.85 |    .00   .11 |  .74 -1.9   .67 -2.2 | 1.25 |  .81 | 31 | 
|134      97      1.38   1.17 |    .70   .12 |  .66 -2.5   .69 -2.1 | 1.47 |  .79 | 32 | 
|200      97      2.06   2.01 |   -.15   .11 |  .71 -2.2   .63 -2.5 | 1.36 |  .85 | 33 | 
|250      97      2.58   2.76 |   -.77   .11 |  .69 -2.3   .85  -.6 |  .84 |  .75 | 34 | 
|218      97      2.25   2.27 |   -.37   .11 |  .61 -3.1   .55 -3.0 | 1.51 |  .87 | 35 | 
|205      97      2.11   2.08 |   -.21   .11 |  .74 -2.0   .81 -1.1 | 1.41 |  .86 | 36 | 
|128      97      1.32   1.10 |    .78   .12 |  .98   .0  1.16   .9 |  .75 |  .63 | 37 | 
|158      97      1.63   1.46 |    .38   .12 | 1.15  1.0  1.01   .1 | 1.23 |  .81 | 38 | 
|263      97      2.71   2.95 |   -.95   .12 | 1.02   .1   .93  -.2 | 1.16 |  .76 | 39 | 
|157      97      1.62   1.45 |    .39   .12 | 1.02   .1  1.02   .1 | 1.28 |  .82 | 40 | 
|283      97      2.92   3.22 |  -1.22   .13 | 1.12   .8   .95  -.1 |  .97 |  .72 | 41 | 
|125      97      1.29   1.07 |    .83   .12 |  .65 -2.5   .73 -1.7 | 1.25 |  .78 | 42 | 
|238      97      2.45   2.58 |   -.62   .11 |  .68 -2.4   .70 -1.6 | 1.05 |  .76 | 43 | 
|139      97      1.43   1.23 |    .63   .12 |  .51 -4.0   .60 -2.9 |  .82 |  .73 | 44 | 
|293      97      3.02   3.35 |  -1.37   .12 |  .73 -1.8   .80  -.6 | 1.06 |  .71 | 45 | 
|162      97      1.67   1.51 |    .33   .11 |  .74 -1.9   .83 -1.1 | 1.00 |  .76 | 46 | 
|158      97      1.63   1.46 |    .38   .11 |  .81 -1.3   .70 -2.0 | 1.37 |  .83 | 47 | 
|230      97      2.37   2.45 |   -.52   .11 |  .97  -.1   .83  -.9 | 1.09 |  .77 | 48 | 
|175      97      1.80   1.67 |    .16   .11 |  .81 -1.3   .76 -1.6 | 1.00 |  .82 | 49 | 
|140      97      1.44   1.24 |    .62   .12 |  .72 -2.0   .85  -.9 |  .83 |  .64 | 50 | 
|169      97      1.74   1.60 |    .24   .11 |  .71 -2.1   .77 -1.5 |  .94 |  .79 | 51 | 
| 37      97       .38    .22 |   2.57   .18 | 1.04   .2   .97   .0 | 1.05 |  .51 | 52 | 
| 86      97       .89    .65 |   1.44   .13 |  .60 -2.8   .62 -2.1 | 1.27 |  .76 | 53 | 
|135      97      1.39   1.18 |    .69   .14 | 1.33  2.0  1.18  1.1 |  .79 |  .68 | 54 | 
| 99      97      1.02    .78 |   1.22   .13 |  .74 -1.7   .59 -2.5 | 1.35 |  .77 | 55 | 
|103      97      1.06    .83 |   1.16   .13 |  .70 -2.0   .83  -.9 | 1.13 |  .69 | 56 | 
|-----------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+------+----| 
|224.1    97.0    2.31   2.37 |   -.49   .13 | 1.01  -.2  1.08  -.2 |      |  .69 |Mean| 
| 77.2      .0     .80    .98 |   1.12   .03 |  .33  2.0   .63  1.9 |      |  .14 |S.D.| 
+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
Populn: RMSE .14  Adj (True) S.D. 1.12  Separation 8.15  Strata 11.20  Reliability .99 
Sample: RMSE .14  Adj (True) S.D. 1.13  Separation 8.23  Strata 11.30  Reliability .99 
Fixed (all same) chi-square:  2997.8  d.f.: 55  significance (probability): .00 
Random (normal) chi-square:  53.7  d.f.: 54  significance (probability): .49 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Note: Convergence achieved, Variance explained by Rasch measures 68.36%, One-parameter rating scale 
model
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APPENDIX K Items Measurement Report (US and Germany, k = 31) 

+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|Total  Total   Obsvd  Fair(M)|         Real | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.|Corr.|      | 
|Score  Count  Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm|PtBis|Items | 
|-----------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-----+----- | 
|374      97      3.86   3.95 |  -3.40   .29 | 1.49  1.4  1.28   .5 | 1.00 | .29 |1 i3  | 
|358      97      3.69   3.90 |  -2.74   .21 | 1.38  1.5  1.05   .2 | 1.02 | .42 |2 i4  | 
|312      97      3.22   3.59 |  -1.72   .15 | 1.30  1.6  1.12   .4 |  .83 | .59 |3 i6  | 
|236      97      2.43   2.56 |   -.61   .12 | 1.01   .1  1.15   .7 | 1.00 | .70 |4 i7  | 
|300      97      3.09   3.47 |  -1.52   .15 | 1.32  1.8  1.54  1.4 | 1.01 | .63 |5 i8  | 
|267      97      2.75   3.04 |  -1.03   .12 | 1.07   .5   .87  -.4 | 1.02 | .74 |6 i9  | 
|302      97      3.11   3.49 |  -1.56   .14 | 1.29  1.6  1.26   .8 | 1.09 | .65 |7 i10 | 
|337      97      3.47   3.79 |  -2.20   .16 | 1.18   .9   .77  -.3 | 1.06 | .56 |8 i12 | 
|207      97      2.13   2.12 |   -.24   .11 |  .98  -.1   .95  -.2 | 1.02 | .77 |9 i15 | 
|259      97      2.67   2.92 |   -.92   .12 | 1.00   .0  1.62  2.1 |  .01 | .65 |10 i16| 
|202      97      2.08   2.04 |   -.18   .11 |  .63 -2.9   .94  -.2 | 1.11 | .78 |11 i19| 
|195      97      2.01   1.94 |   -.09   .13 | 1.30  1.9  1.17   .9 |  .93 | .78 |12 i20| 
|100      97      1.03    .76 |   1.25   .13 |  .86  -.8   .68 -1.7 | 1.22 | .79 |13 i21| 
|261      97      2.69   2.95 |   -.95   .14 | 1.41  2.4  1.12   .5 | 1.02 | .72 |14 i22| 
|264      97      2.72   3.00 |   -.99   .14 | 1.33  1.9  1.20   .8 | 1.12 | .74 |15 i24| 
|229      97      2.36   2.45 |   -.52   .11 |  .78 -1.6   .73 -1.3 | 1.17 | .80 |16 i28| 
|281      97      2.90   3.24 |  -1.23   .14 | 1.30  1.7  1.46  1.4 |  .82 | .63 |17 i29| 
|246      97      2.54   2.72 |   -.75   .12 |  .85 -1.0   .90  -.3 | 1.29 | .76 |18 i30| 
|134      97      1.38   1.15 |    .73   .12 |  .66 -2.4   .72 -1.7 | 1.40 | .79 |19 i32| 
|205      97      2.11   2.09 |   -.21   .11 |  .69 -2.4   .84  -.8 | 1.37 | .86 |20 i36| 
|158      97      1.63   1.44 |    .40   .12 | 1.12   .8   .97   .0 | 1.21 | .80 |21 i38| 
|157      97      1.62   1.43 |    .41   .12 | 1.04   .3  1.08   .5 | 1.20 | .81 |22 i40| 
|125      97      1.29   1.04 |    .86   .12 |  .69 -2.1   .79 -1.2 | 1.14 | .78 |23 i42| 
|238      97      2.45   2.60 |   -.64   .11 |  .77 -1.6   .82  -.8 |  .89 | .75 |24 i43| 
|162      97      1.67   1.49 |    .34   .12 |  .79 -1.4   .94  -.3 |  .84 | .75 |25 i46| 
|230      97      2.37   2.47 |   -.54   .11 | 1.00   .0   .85  -.6 |  .99 | .76 |26 i48| 
|175      97      1.80   1.67 |    .17   .11 |  .83 -1.1   .77 -1.4 |  .86 | .82 |27 i49| 
|140      97      1.44   1.22 |    .64   .12 |  .78 -1.5  1.02   .1 |  .65 | .65 |28 i50| 
| 37      97       .38    .20 |   2.65   .18 | 1.01   .0  1.00   .1 | 1.01 | .52 |29 i52| 
| 86      97       .89    .61 |   1.49   .13 |  .59 -2.8   .66 -1.7 | 1.18 | .77 |30 i53| 
|103      97      1.06    .79 |   1.20   .13 |  .71 -2.0   .98   .0 | 1.01 | .69 |31 i56| 
|-----------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-----+------| 
|215.5    97.0    2.22   2.26 |   -.38   .14 | 1.00  -.2  1.01  -.1 |      | .70 | Mean | 
| 81.7      .0     .84   1.05 |   1.26   .04 |  .26  1.6   .24  1.0 |      | .12 | S.D. | 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
Populn: RMSE .14  Adj (True) S.D. 1.25  Separation 8.90  Strata 12.21  Reliability .99 
Sample: RMSE .14  Adj (True) S.D. 1.27  Separation 9.05  Strata 12.40  Reliability .99 
Fixed (all same) chi-square:  1887.3  d.f.: 30  significance (probability): .00 
Random (normal) chi-square:  29.4  d.f.: 29  significance (probability): .45 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Note: Convergence achieved, Variance explained by Rasch measures 71.91%, One-parameter 
rating scale model
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APPENDIX L Examinees Measurement Report (US and Germany, k = 

31) 

+----------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|Total Obsvd   Fair(M)|         Real | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.|Corr.|         | 
|Score Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm|PtBis|Examinees| 
|---------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-----+---------+ 
|  18    .58      .36 |  -2.43   .27 |  .78  -.6   .96   .0 |  .82 | .57 |  1 1    | 
|  21    .68      .45 |  -2.22   .32 | 1.56  1.6  1.15   .4 |  .90 | .56 |  2 2    | 
|  30    .97      .73 |  -1.68   .26 | 1.27   .9   .95   .0 | 1.07 | .66 |  3 3    | 
|  34   1.10      .87 |  -1.47   .25 | 1.23   .8  1.05   .2 |  .98 | .67 |  4 4    | 
|  48   1.55     1.38 |   -.85   .20 |  .81  -.7   .88  -.3 | 1.11 | .76 |  5 5    | 
|  23    .74      .51 |  -2.08   .27 | 1.17   .6  1.43  1.0 |  .86 | .57 |  6 6    | 
|  96   3.10     3.42 |   1.06   .22 |  .89  -.2  1.34   .7 |  .76 | .64 |  7 7    | 
|  73   2.35     2.41 |    .11   .22 | 1.28  1.1  1.20   .6 | 1.08 | .74 |  8 8    | 
|  17    .55      .34 |  -2.51   .36 | 1.66  1.7  1.96  1.6 |  .34 | .27 |  9 9    | 
|  56   1.81     1.69 |   -.53   .20 | 1.03   .1   .94  -.1 |  .98 | .76 | 10 10   | 
|  93   3.00     3.30 |    .92   .23 | 1.19   .7   .99   .1 |  .92 | .67 | 11 11   | 
|  38   1.23     1.01 |  -1.28   .26 | 1.48  1.6  1.27   .8 |  .82 | .62 | 12 12   | 
|  33   1.06      .83 |  -1.52   .24 | 1.18   .6   .95   .0 | 1.07 | .69 | 13 13   | 
|  55   1.77     1.65 |   -.57   .28 | 2.02  3.2  1.77  2.1 |  .25 | .54 | 14 14   | 
| 104   3.35     3.67 |   1.49   .26 | 1.14   .5  1.16   .4 | 1.07 | .62 | 15 15   | 
|  97   3.13     3.45 |   1.11   .25 | 1.28   .9  1.59  1.0 |  .89 | .59 | 16 16   | 
|  85   2.74     2.96 |    .57   .21 | 1.07   .3  1.14   .4 | 1.13 | .70 | 17 17   | 
|  66   2.13     2.10 |   -.16   .19 |  .89  -.3   .95   .0 | 1.28 | .78 | 18 18   | 
| 102   3.29     3.61 |   1.38   .24 |  .60 -1.4   .50  -.7 | 1.33 | .74 | 19 19   | 
|  82   2.65     2.83 |    .45   .20 |  .95  -.1   .98   .0 | 1.00 | .72 | 20 20   | 
|  66   2.13     2.10 |   -.16   .19 |  .72 -1.2   .76  -.6 | 1.25 | .78 | 21 21   | 
|  74   2.39     2.46 |    .14   .19 |  .84  -.5   .71  -.7 | 1.20 | .79 | 22 22   | 
|  23    .74      .51 |  -2.08   .25 | 1.01   .1  1.02   .1 |  .82 | .62 | 23 23   | 
|  82   2.65     2.83 |    .45   .22 | 1.19   .7  1.21   .6 | 1.14 | .68 | 24 24   | 
|  52   1.68     1.53 |   -.69   .20 |  .84  -.5   .78  -.6 | 1.27 | .78 | 25 25   | 
|  80   2.58     2.74 |    .37   .20 |  .36 -3.3   .38 -1.9 | 1.40 | .88 | 26 26   | 
|  77   2.48     2.60 |    .26   .20 | 1.03   .1  2.04  2.2 | 1.11 | .71 | 27 27   | 
|  96   3.10     3.42 |   1.06   .24 | 1.22   .8  2.07  1.6 |  .43 | .49 | 28 28   | 
|  80   2.58     2.74 |    .37   .20 | 1.01   .1   .84  -.2 | 1.03 | .76 | 29 29   | 
|  39   1.26     1.05 |  -1.24   .21 |  .72 -1.0   .79  -.6 | 1.13 | .68 | 30 30   | 
|  88   2.84     3.10 |    .70   .21 |  .74  -.9   .62  -.7 | 1.32 | .78 | 31 31   | 
|  28    .90      .66 |  -1.79   .34 | 2.08  2.9  1.54  1.3 |  .54 | .57 | 32 32   | 
|  23    .74      .51 |  -2.08   .27 | 1.17   .6   .88  -.1 | 1.10 | .67 | 33 33   | 
|  63   2.03     1.97 |   -.27   .19 |  .78  -.8   .69  -.9 | 1.32 | .84 | 34 34   | 
|  55   1.77     1.65 |   -.57   .20 | 1.06   .3  1.24   .8 |  .79 | .66 | 35 35   | 
| 116   3.74     3.91 |   2.48   .35 |  .94   .0   .99   .3 | 1.17 | .50 | 36 36   | 
|  36   1.16      .94 |  -1.38   .24 | 1.20   .7  1.00   .1 |  .99 | .69 | 37 37   | 
|  92   2.97     3.26 |    .88   .21 |  .94  -.1  2.75  2.5 |  .48 | .60 | 38 38   | 
| 107   3.45     3.75 |   1.68   .29 | 1.26   .8  1.16   .4 |  .90 | .55 | 39 39   | 
|  42   1.35     1.16 |  -1.10   .23 | 1.18   .7  1.08   .3 |  .93 | .64 | 40 40   | 
|  80   2.58     2.74 |    .37   .20 |  .90  -.3   .82  -.3 | 1.15 | .73 | 41 41   | 
|  65   2.10     2.06 |   -.19   .19 |  .68 -1.3   .66 -1.0 | 1.37 | .77 | 42 42   | 
|  76   2.45     2.55 |    .22   .20 |  .69 -1.3   .65  -.9 | 1.39 | .81 | 43 43   | 
|  63    2.03    1.97 |   -.27   .21 | 1.23   .9  1.04   .2 |  .93 | .76 | 44 44   | 
|  89    2.87    3.14 |    .74   .21 |  .95  -.1  1.16   .4 |  .87 | .71 | 45 45   | 
| 106    3.42    3.72 |   1.62   .25 |  .54 -1.6   .48  -.6 | 1.07 | .71 | 46 46   | 
|  50    1.61    1.45 |   -.77   .20 |  .94  -.1   .78  -.6 | 1.25 | .79 | 47 47   | 
|  95    3.06    3.38 |   1.02   .22 |  .95   .0   .83  -.1 |  .70 | .69 | 48 48   | 
|  48    1.55    1.38 |   -.85   .20 |  .67 -1.3   .58 -1.5 | 1.64 | .86 | 49 49   | 
|  57    1.84    1.73 |   -.50   .20 |  .74 -1.0   .84  -.4 | 1.19 | .77 | 50 50   | 
| 118    3.81    3.94 |   2.76   .40 |  .77  -.2  1.26   .6 |  .64 | .42 | 51 51   | 
|  94    3.03    3.34 |    .97   .22 |  .54 -1.8   .94   .0 | 1.02 | .77 | 52 52   | 
| 111    3.58    3.83 |   1.98   .29 |  .65  -.9   .38  -.5 | 1.16 | .69 | 53 53   | 
|  44    1.42    1.23 |  -1.02   .26 | 1.57  1.9  1.33  1.0 |  .85 | .69 | 54 54   | 
| 108    3.48    3.77 |   1.75   .26 |  .99   .0   .95   .2 |  .76 | .55 | 55 55   | 
|  94    3.03    3.34 |    .97   .22 |  .65 -1.3   .77  -.2 |  .84 | .74 | 56 56   | 
|  88    2.84    3.10 |    .70   .21 |  .97   .0   .94   .0 | 1.02 | .69 | 57 57   | 
|  34    1.10     .87 |  -1.47   .23 | 1.04   .2   .95   .0 | 1.06 | .68 | 58 58   | 
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|  23     .74     .51 |  -2.08   .31 | 1.53  1.6  1.47  1.1 |  .40 | .39 | 59 59   | 
| 119    3.84    3.95 |   2.93   .49 | 1.26   .5   .78   .3 | 1.03 | .42 | 60 60   | 
|  41    1.32    1.12 |  -1.15   .30 | 1.99  2.9  2.79  3.9 |  .39 | .64 | 61 61   | 
|  74    2.39    2.46 |    .14   .19 |  .72 -1.2   .65  -.9 | 1.20 | .75 | 62 62   | 
|  64    2.06    2.02 |   -.23   .19 |  .79  -.8   .84  -.4 | 1.12 | .81 | 63 63   | 
|  47    1.52    1.34 |   -.89   .20 |  .80  -.7   .89  -.2 | 1.00 | .70 | 64 64   | 
|  49    1.58    1.42 |   -.81   .21 | 1.13   .5  1.13   .5 | 1.00 | .69 | 65 65   | 
|  33    1.06     .83 |  -1.52   .22 |  .59 -1.6   .53 -1.5 | 1.33 | .77 | 66 66   | 
|  57    1.84    1.73 |   -.50   .20 |  .93  -.2   .80  -.5 | 1.28 | .82 | 67 67   | 
|  87    2.81    3.05 |    .66   .21 |  .85  -.5   .79  -.3 | 1.01 | .74 | 68 68   | 
| 112    3.61    3.85 |   2.06   .32 | 1.16   .5   .83   .1 |  .93 | .51 | 69 69   | 
| 114    3.68    3.88 |   2.25   .32 |  .59  -.9   .64   .0 | 1.09 | .59 | 70 70   | 
|  27     .87     .63 |  -1.84   .24 | 1.03   .1  1.89  1.9 |  .71 | .52 | 71 71   | 
|  91    2.94    3.22 |    .83   .21 |  .69 -1.2   .51 -1.0 | 1.25 | .81 | 72 72   | 
|  58    1.87    1.77 |   -.46   .20 |  .93  -.1   .78  -.6 | 1.08 | .75 | 73 73   | 
| 116    3.74    3.91 |   2.48   .35 |  .80  -.2   .39  -.2 | 1.18 | .54 | 74 74   | 
|  42    1.35    1.16 |  -1.10   .21 | 1.04   .2   .89  -.2 | 1.19 | .75 | 75 75   | 
|  99    3.19    3.52 |   1.22   .23 |  .72  -.9   .64  -.4 | 1.06 | .71 | 76 76   | 
|  50    1.61    1.45 |   -.77   .20 |  .90  -.3  1.00   .0 | 1.07 | .73 | 77 77   | 
| 111    3.58    3.83 |   1.98   .29 | 1.06   .2   .52  -.3 | 1.11 | .62 | 78 78   | 
|  54    1.74    1.61 |   -.61   .20 |  .55 -2.0   .56 -1.6 | 1.30 | .86 | 79 79   | 
|  61    1.97    1.89 |   -.34   .19 |  .56 -2.0   .51 -1.7 | 1.49 | .87 | 80 80   | 
|  78    2.52    2.64 |    .30   .20 |  .84  -.6   .71  -.7 | 1.10 | .81 | 81 81   | 
|  26     .84     .60 |  -1.90   .24 |  .59 -1.5   .64  -.9 | 1.24 | .71 | 82 82   | 
|  67    2.16    2.15 |   -.12   .19 |  .79  -.8   .70  -.8 | 1.40 | .83 | 83 83   | 
|  74    2.39    2.46 |    .14   .19 |  .91  -.3   .84  -.3 | 1.13 | .79 | 84 84   | 
|  48    1.55    1.38 |   -.85   .21 | 1.08   .3  1.01   .1 |  .91 | .62 | 85 85   | 
|  91    2.94    3.22 |    .83   .23 | 1.22   .8  1.10   .3 |  .60 | .64 | 86 86   | 
|  86    2.77    3.01 |    .62   .20 |  .81  -.6   .65  -.7 | 1.22 | .79 | 87 87   | 
|  31    1.00     .76 |  -1.63   .30 | 1.73  2.2  1.55  1.4 |  .47 | .50 | 88 88   | 
| 109    3.52    3.79 |   1.82   .38 | 1.97  2.2  1.26   .5 |  .57 | .45 | 89 89   | 
|  61    1.97    1.89 |   -.34   .19 |  .43 -2.8   .42 -2.2 | 1.65 | .87 | 90 90   | 
| 103    3.32    3.64 |   1.43   .24 |  .88  -.3  2.27  1.6 | 1.06 | .59 | 91 91   | 
|  46   1.48    1.30  |   -.93   .21 | 1.01   .1   .83  -.4 | 1.28 | .79 | 92 92   | 
| 116   3.74    3.91  |   2.48   .40 | 1.33   .7  1.60   .8 |  .86 | .35 | 93 93   | 
|  82   2.65    2.83  |    .45   .21 | 1.09   .4  1.02   .1 |  .81 | .66 | 94 94   | 
| 102   3.29    3.61  |   1.38   .24 |  .89  -.2   .93   .1 | 1.02 | .63 | 95 95   | 
|  78   2.52    2.64  |    .30   .20 |  .56 -2.0   .65  -.8 | 1.23 | .83 | 96 96   | 
|  43   1.39    1.19  |  -1.06   .21 |  .90  -.3   .75  -.7 | 1.07 | .75 | 97 97   | 
|------------------------------------+----------------------+------+-----+---------+ 
| 68.9  2.22   2.25   |  .00     .24 | 1.00  -.1  1.01   .0 |      | .68 | Mean    | 
| 28.9   .93   1.13   | 1.31     .06 |  .34  1.2   .46  1.0 |      | .12 | S.D.    | 
+----------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
RMSE .25  Adj (True) S.D. 1.28  Separation 5.20  Strata 7.27  Reliability .96 
RMSE .25  Adj (True) S.D. 1.29  Separation 5.23  Strata 7.30  Reliability .96 
Fixed (all same) chi-square:  2172.3  d.f.: 96  significance (probability): .00 
Random (normal) chi-square:  91.3  d.f.: 95  significance (probability): .59 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX M DIF analysis 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
| Person Obs-Exp   DIF    DIF  Person Obs-Exp   DIF    DIF      DIF    JOINT     Welch      Mantel-Haenszel Size Item        | 
| CLASS  Average MEASURE  S.E. CLASS  Average MEASURE  S.E.  CONTRAST  S.E.   t  d.f. Prob. Chi-squ Prob. CUMLOR Number      | 
|----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| GE        .00   -2.34   .37  US       -.02   -2.25   .37      -.09   .52  -.17  84 .8670  1.5000 .2207             1 1     | 
| GE       -.01   -1.70   .21  US        .09   -1.94   .27       .24   .35   .70  79 .4853   .6098 .4349    .98      2 2     | 
| GE        .13   -1.49   .19  US       -.06   -1.15   .20      -.33   .28 -1.20  83 .2342   .4579 .4986    .63      3 3     | 
| GE        .13    -.52   .18  US       -.13    -.14   .18      -.38   .26 -1.49  83 .1394  3.1095 .0778  -1.98      4 4     | 
| GE       -.08   -1.13   .17  US        .18   -1.55   .22       .42   .28  1.52  80 .1337   .4050 .5245   1.01      5 5     | 
| GE       -.05    -.63   .16  US        .09    -.81   .18       .18   .24   .72  82 .4745  3.7143 .0539   2.01      6 6     | 
| GE        .03   -1.56   .18  US       -.31   -1.06   .19      -.50   .26 -1.95  83 .0546   .0056 .9404    .08      7 7     | 
| GE        .17   -1.49   .19  US        .07   -1.31   .21      -.17   .28  -.61  83 .5415  2.3704 .1237  -2.20      8 8     | 
| GE        .08    -.17   .17  US       -.13     .11   .18      -.z28   .25 -1.13  83 .2633   .2832 .5946   -.51     9 9     | 
| GE        .00    -.91   .18  US        .10   -1.07   .21       .16   .28   .58  82 .5662   .1905 .6625    .37     10 10    | 
| GE       -.03     .13   .18  US        .07    -.03   .20       .16   .27   .61  83 .5467   .7805 .3770   1.30     11 11    | 
| GE        .06     .20   .16  US        .06     .22   .16      -.02   .23  -.08  84 .9332   .1343 .7140   -.32     12 12    | 
| GE        .02    1.38   .17  US       -.23    1.72   .19      -.34   .26 -1.31  82 .1933  3.4490 .0633            13 13    | 
| GE        .18    -.76   .15  US       -.22    -.32   .16      -.43   .22 -1.95  83 .0544   .7246 .3947    .80     14 14    | 
| GE       -.10    -.58   .15  US        .08    -.79   .18       .21   .24   .90  82 .3724   .0677 .7948    .32     15 15    | 
| GE       -.17    -.21   .17  US       -.13    -.31   .18       .09   .25   .37  83 .7102   .0000 1.000    .00     16 16    | 
| GE       -.16    -.56   .17  US        .20   -1.10   .20       .54   .26  2.02  82 .0464  3.3288 .0681   2.30     17 17    | 
| GE        .09    -.45   .17  US        .10    -.45   .18       .00   .25   .00  83 .9998   .6809 .4093    .96     18 18    | 
| GE       -.07    1.14   .17  US        .02    1.00   .20       .14   .26   .53  82 .5957   .3600 .5485    .92     19 19    | 
| GE        .04     .07   .16  US        .06     .06   .17       .01   .23   .03  83 .9736   .6667 .4142   -.54     20 20    | 
| GE       -.02     .69   .16  US        .04     .62   .16       .07   .23   .32  84 .7534   .4098 .5221   -.69     21 21    | 
| GE        .05     .66   .16  US       -.03     .75   .17      -.09   .24  -.38  83 .7053  1.7610 .1845  -1.99     22 22    | 
| GE       -.16    1.50   .18  US       -.07    1.34   .20       .16   .27   .61  82 .5459   .0000 1.000    .00     23 23    | 
| GE        .02    -.40   .19  US        .06    -.46   .20       .06   .28   .21  83 .8307  1.0417 .3074   1.25     24 24    | 
| GE       -.12     .90   .18  US        .03     .68   .20       .22   .26   .83  83 .4097   .1860 .6662   -.34     25 25    | 
| GE        .16    -.42   .17  US       -.09    -.10   .17      -.32   .24 -1.35  83 .1817   .5618 .4535   -.89     26 26    | 
| GE       -.07     .56   .17  US        .03     .43   .18       .13   .25   .54  83 .5933   .0317 .8586   -.17     27 27    | 
| GE        .01    1.21   .20  US        .16     .88   .23       .32   .31  1.05  82 .2963   .2137 .6439    .44     28 28    | 
| GE        .00    3.01   .23  US       -.05    3.18   .33      -.17   .40  -.43  78 .6682   .1765 .6744   -.41     29 29    | 
| GE       -.02    2.13   .20  US       -.10    2.30   .24      -.17   .31  -.54  81 .5887   .1233 .7255    .41     30 30    | 
| GE       -.11    1.86   .19  US        .14    1.40   .22       .46   .29  1.58  82 .1182  1.0000 .3173   -.92     31 31    | 
|----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------| 

Note: Bold items display DIF
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APPENDIX N Russian Elicited Imitation Test (k = 31) 

Nr. of 
syllables  

Stimuli in Russian13 Stimuli in English 

7 1. У нас дружная семья. We have a friendly family. 
2. О чём они говорят? What are they talking about? 

8 3. Возможно, завтра пойдёт дождь.  It is possible that it will rain tomorrow. (12) 
4. Звонит мне друг и говорит. A friend calls me and tells (a story). 

9 5. Ей нужна новая посуда. She needs new dishes. 
6. Давай встретимся в полшестого. Let’s meet at half past five. 

10 7. Красная книга лежит на столе. The red book is on the table. (8) 
8. Я приглашаю тебя на концерт. I am inviting you to a concert. 

11 9. Расскажи мне свой любимый 
анекдот.  

Tell me your favorite anecdote. 

10. Он любит фильмы со счастливым 
концом. 

He enjoys movies, which have a happy ending. 
(12) 

12 11. Мне очень понравился поход в 
оперу. 

I really enjoyed going to the opera.   

12. Я съела такую вкусную булочку! I ate such a tasty roll! 
13. Количество курящих растет с 
каждым днем. 

The number of people who smoke is increasing 
every year. (17/18) 

13 14. Анатолий высокого роста и худой. Anatoly is tall and thin. 
14 15. Идите прямо, потом поверните 

направо. 
Go straight ahead, then turn right. (15) 

16. Я вчера прочитала интересную 
статью. 

Yesterday I read an interesting article. 

17. За бананы я заплатила сто сорок 
рублей. 

For bananas I paid 140 rubles. 

15 18. Я сомневаюсь, что он водит 
настолько хорошо. 

I doubt that he drives that well (10). 

19. Она появилась на вечеринке очень 
поздно. 

She came to the party very late. 

16 20. Когда-нибудь я тоже буду много 
зарабатывать. 

One day I will also earn a lot. 

21. Каждый третий россиянин 
считает, что в стране кризис. 

Every third Russian thinks that the country is in 
crisis. 

17 22. Экзамен был вовсе не таким 
сложным, как ты его описал. 

The exam wasn't nearly as difficult as you told 
me it would be/described it. (18) 

23. Моя сестра с детства интересуется 
литературой. 

My sister has been interested in literature from 
her childhood. 

18 24. Говорят, в этом ресторане 
готовят очень хорошо.  

That restaurant is supposed to have very good 
food. (They say, one cooks well in this 
restaurant 13) 

25. Она только что закончила She just finished painting the inside of her 

                                                

13 12 of the stimuli (in italics) are adapted from Ortega et al. (1999, 2002). The number in 
the brackets of the English translation corresponds to the number of syllables in the 
original English stimuli. 
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красить стены своей квартиры.  apartment (14).  
26. Его дядя носит очки, потому что 
он плохо видит. 

His uncle wears glasses because he has bad 
eyesight. 

19 27. Таня часто думает о деревне, в 
которой она выросла. 

Tanya often thinks about the village where she 
grew up. 

28. Мой хороший друг всегда 
присматривает за соседскими 
детьми. 

A good friend of mine always takes care of the 
neighbor’s children. (16) 

29. Отец сожалел о пятистах тысячах, 
потраченных на ремонт. 

The father regretted 500,000 spent on repairs.  

20 30. Перед тем как пойти гулять, он 
должен закончить уборку комнаты.  

Before he can go out, he has to finish cleaning 
his room. (23) 

21 31. Операция прошла успешно, и 
врачи его быстро выписали. 

The surgery went well and he was discharged 
from hospital soon. 
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APPENDIX O Improved Scoring Guidelines for the Russian EIT 

SCORE 0 
Criteria Examples 
• Nothing (Silence)  
• Garbled (unintelligible, usually 

transcribed as XXX) 
 

• Minimal repetition, then item 
abandoned: 

- Only 1 word repeated (or one word 
plus not-existing word) 

 
- Only 1 content word plus function 
word(s) 
 
- Only 1 content word plus function 
word(s) plus extraneous words that 
weren’t in the original stimulus 
- Only function word(s) repeated 
 
NOTE: with только, только что, ещё 
(meaningful adverbs), score 1 

- звонит (item 4) “calls” 
- ей должна (item 5) “she must” 
 
 
 
- что хорошо (item 18) “that good” 
- в России (item 21) “in Russia” 
 
Моя подруга детей за родителей (item 
28) “My friend (fem) children after 
parents” 
 
 
Она только что закончила (item 25) “She 
just finished” 
(Closed word + Adv + lexical word) (score 
1) 

 
SCORE 1 
Criteria Examples 
• When only about half of idea units 

are represented in the string but a lot 
of important information in the 
original stimulus is left out 

 
• When barely half of lexical words get 

repeated and meaningful content 
results that is unrelated (or opposed) 
to stimulus, frequently with hesitation 
markers 

- Звонит друг (item 4) “a friend calls” 
- Иди прямо (item 15) “go straight ahead” 
- Операция прошла хорошо (item 31) “the 
surgery went well” 
 
- Давай встретимся ночь посуда (item 6) 
“Let’s meet night dishes” 
- Экзамен ХХХ ты его написал (item 22) 
“Exam you wrote it” 
- Я сомневаюсь только хорошо (item 18) 
“I doubt only good” 

• Or when string doesn’t in itself 
constitute a self-standing sentence 
with some (targetlike or 
nontargetlike) meaning (This may 
happen more often with shorter items, 

- Красная книга ниже на стое (item 7) “A 
red book lower on taXXe”   
- Звонит педруг не говорить. (item 4) 
“calls XXX not speak” 
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where if only 2 of 3 content words are 
repeated and no grammatical relation 
between them is attempted, then score 
1) 

 
• Also when half of a long stimulus is 

left out, and the sentence produced is 
incomplete 

 
 
 
 
 
- Перед тем как он гулять (item 30) 
“Before going for a walk” 
- Его дядя носит очки (item 31) “His uncle 
wears glasses …” 
- Его дядя почти он не видит. (item 31) 
“His uncle he almost doesn’t see …” 
 
- что он водит хорошо (item 12) “that he 
drives well 

 
SCORE 2 
Criteria Examples 
• When content of string preserves at 

least more than half of the idea units 
in the original stimulus; string in 
meaningful, and the meaning is close 
or related to original, but it departs 
from it in some slight changes in 
content, which makes content inexact, 
incomplete, or ambiguous 

- Расскажи мне любимый анекдот (item 
9) “Tell me … favorite joke” 
- Мне очень нравится ходить на оперу 
(item 11) “I enjoy going to the opera. “ 
(past vs. present) 
- Она только что закончила стены 
квартиры. 
(item 25) “She just finished walls 
apartment” 
- Я сомневаюсь, что настолько 
хорошо. (item 18) “I doubt that that 
good” 

- Я съела такую вкусную (item 12) “I ate 
such tasty…” 
- Каждый третий россиянин считает, что 
это кризис. (item 21) “Every third Russian 
thinks that it is crisis” 

 
SCORE 3 
Criteria Examples 
• Original, complete meaning is 

preserved as in the stimulus. Strings 
which are quite ungrammatical can 
get a 3 score, as long as exact 
meaning is preserved. Some 
synonymous substitutions are 
acceptable. Also items where one 
additional word is added, without big 
change in meaning or where word 

- Он любит фильмы с *счастливый 
конец. (item 10) “ He like movies with a 
happy (wrong ending) end 
- Я вчера прочитала интересна статью. 
(item 16) “ Yesterday I read an interesting 
(wrong ending) article. 
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order is changed. 
 
 
• Examples of acceptable substitutions 

(SCORE 3): hand/give/pass are 
acceptable synonyms for item 26. 
Substitutions of and & but are 
acceptable. A lot of = many, etc. 

• Anything with or without ‘very’ can 
be considered synonymous. 

 
• Examples of unacceptable 

substitutions or omissions (SCORE 
2): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Changes in grammar that don’t affect 

meaning should be scored as 3. For 
instance, failure to use correct aspect 
without crucial changes in meaning 
(score 3). 

 
 
• Сases of extra marking or more 

marked morphology should be 
considered as meaning change. For 
example, a present tense repeated as 
past or as future should be scored as 
meaning change (score 2). 

 
• Similarly, singular/plural differences 

between stimulus and repeated string 
change the meaning, not only the 
grammar (score 2).  

 
растёт ! увеличивается (item 13) “grows 
! increases” 
в которой ! где (item 27) “in which ! 
where” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
оперу  ≠ поход в оперу (item 11) opera  ≠ 
visit to the opera 
платила ≠ заплатила (item 17) “paid 
(imperfect) ≠ have paid (perfect)” 
читала ≠ почитала ≠ прочитала (item 16) 
“was reading ≠ read a little  ≠ has read 
(perfect)” 
он ≠ она “he ≠ she” 
булочка ≠ еда (item 12) “roll ≠ food” 
отличное чувство юмора ≠ хороший 
юмор (item) “ excellent sense of humor ≠ 
good humor” 
- AUX cannot be omitted (can go> go) 
- a lot of Noun> 0 Noun 
-too Adj > 0 Adj 
 
 
- Возможно, завтра *идёт дождь. (item 
3) 
“Maybe, tomorrow it will rain (wrong 
aspect)” 
 
 
 
- Мне очень нравится поход в оперу. 
(item 11) “I like going to the opera” vs. 
Мне очень понравился поход в оперу. (I 
liked the visit to the opera). 
 
 
 
- Расскажи мне любимые анекдоты (item 
9) “Tell me your favourite jokes” 
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• Changes of person (he for she or she 
for he) change the meaning; but 
problems of agreement (she...her 
versus she...his) should be considered 
grammatical change, not meaning 
change. 

 
• Ambiguous changes in grammar and 

omissions of a direct object that 
COULD be interpreted as meaning 
changes from a NS perspective 
should be scored as 2. That is, as a 
general principle in case of doubt 
about whether meaning has changed 
or not, score 2. 

- Таня часто думает о деревне, в которой 
*он выросла. (item 27) “Tanya often 
thinks about the village where he grew up.” 
 
 
 
 
- Звонит друг говорит. (item 4) “a friend 
calls (omission of me) and tells…” 
 

 
 
SCORE 4 
Criteria Examples 
• Exact repetition: String matches 

stimulus exactly. Both form and 
meaning are correct without 
exception or doubt. 

Optional complimentizer also 4 

Говорят, что в этом ресторане готовят 
очень хорошо. They say that this 
restaurant serves good food = They say this 
restaurant serves good food.  
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APPENDIX P Listening Comprehension Test 

Participation code _______________________________ 

Part 1: You will listen to five people express their opinion. You will listen to the audio 
only once. Decide if statements 41–45 are correct (mark a “plus” sign) or incorrect 
(make a “minus” sign). Now read statements 41–45. You will have 30 seconds to 
complete this task. 

 +/_ 

41. Первой участнице нравятся детские мультфильмы. / Participant 
number one likes children’s cartoons.  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

42. Второй участник сравнивает западные и старые советские 
мультфильмы. / Participant number two compares Western and old 
Soviet cartoons. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

43. Третья участница считает, что русские телепрограммы похожи на 
немецкие. / Participant three thinks that Russian TV programs are 
similar to German programs. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

44. Четвертый участник думает, что реклама нужна телевидению, а 
рекламе нужны популярные передачи. / Participant four thinks that 
television needs advertisement and advertisement needs popular 
programs. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

45. Пятый участник объясняет, почему раньше романы с ужасными 
текстами никого не интересовали. / Participant five explains why 
nobody was interested in novels with terrible texts before. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _  
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Part 2: You will listen to an interview. You will listen to it two times. Decide if the 
statements 46–55 are correct (mark a “plus” sign) or incorrect (mark a “minus” sign). 
Now read statements 46–55. You will have one minute to complete this task.  

 +/_ 

46. Татьяна Петровна по профессии журналистка. / Tatiana Petrovna is 
a journalist. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

47. Первые фирмы имиджмейкеров появились в России в 89-м году. / 
The first image-making firms appeared in Russia in 1989. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

48. Выражение “образ политика” появилось в США, когда Джонсон 
стал президентом. / The expression ‘politician’s image’ appeared in 
the USA when Johnson became President. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

49. То, как человек ведет себя перед публикой, важнее, чем его 
программа. / The way a person behaves in front of an audience is more 
important than his/her program. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

50. У всех российских политиков есть свои имиджмейкеры. / All 
Russian politicians have image-makers. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _  

 

51. Избиратели интересуются семейной жизнью политиков. / Voters 
are interested in politicians’ family life. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ 

 

52. Политики и имиджмейкеры хотят обманывать избирателей. / 
Politicians and image-makers want to deceive voters. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

53. “Спичрайтеры” работают только на западе. / Speechwriters work 
only in the West. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  

 

54. Интервью у Татьяны Петровны берет американский журналист. / 
Tatiana Petrovna is being interviewed by an American journalist. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __  
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55. Русские улыбаются не так частно, как люди на Западе. / Russians 
don’t smile as often as people in the West. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _  

 

 

Part 3: You will listen to five short texts. You will listen to the texts two times. Decide if 
the statements 56–59 are correct (mark a “plus” sign) or incorrect (mark a “minus” 
sign). Now read statements 56–60. You will have one minute to complete this task.  

 +/_ 

56. Вы должны ждать на десятой платформе? / Do you have to wait on 
the 10th platform? 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ 

 

57. Вы можете доехать до вашей станции? / Can you arrive at your 
station? 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ 

 

58. Американский режиссер сделал фильм “Вор”? / Was ‘The Thief’ 
produced by an American director? 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ 

 

59. Кататься будете? / Will you go for a ride? 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ 

 

60. Предлагает ли фирма путешествие во время вашего отпуска в 
сентябре? / Does the firm offer a trip during your vacation in 
September? 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ 
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APPENDIX Q Scoring Rubric, Russian Speaking Test 

Level Fluency Accuracy Content Text type 
Superior The 

response 
is 
delivered 
with 
fluency 
and ease. 

Complex grammar 
Specific vocabulary 
Infrequent errors, 
which do not interfere 
with understanding 

Abstract content 
Complex 
organization 
Details/elaboration 

Sustains 
extended 
discourse 

Advanced-
High 

Emerging complex 
grammar 
Emerging specific 
vocabulary,  
Some errors which do 
not interfere with 
understanding 

Concrete content; 
emerging abstract 
Organization 
Details 

Between 
paragraph 
and extended 

Advanced There are 
only 
occasional 
pauses or 
groping 
for words. 

Control of present, 
future, past time 
General vocabulary 
Errors which do not 
interfere with 
understanding 

Concrete content 
Basic organization 

Paragraph-
level 

Intermediate-
High 

Control of present, 
emerging control of 
past and future 
Emerging general 
vocabulary 
Usually 
understandable 

Personal content; 
emerging ability to 
generalize 
Emerging 
organization 

Between 
sentence and 
paragraph 

Intermediate-
Mid 

The 
response 
is halting, 
with 
frequent 
groping 
for words. 

Uses present tense 
and basic sentences 
Simple, basic 
vocabulary 
Understood by 
sympathetic listener 

Personal content 
Sporadic 
organization, if 
any 

Variety of 
discrete 
sentences 

Intermediate-
Low 

Able to create with 
the language 
Limited sample, basic 
vocabulary 
Usually understood 
by sympathetic 
listener 

Basic personal 
content 
Unorganized 
 

Basic novel 
sentences 

Novice-High There is 
reversion 
to L1. 

Emerging ability to 
create with the 
language 

Emerging basic 
personal content 
Unorganized 

Memorized 
sentences 
and phrases 
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Difficult to 
understand, even for 
sympathetic listener 

Novice-Mid Memorized phrases 
and words 
At times, 
incomprehensible, 
even for sympathetic 
listener 

Memorized 
phrases and words 
Unorganized 

Memorized 
words and 
phrases 

Novice-Low    
 
Task 
At task level  Fulfills task requirements at expected task level (S, A, IM) 
High task level  Elaborates on task (S, AH, IH) 
Low task level  Fulfills task requirements minimally (S, A, IL) 
Next task level  Raises level of task and fulfills requirements of a higher task level 
Below task level Fails to fulfill task requirements or addresses a different task at a 

lower level  
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APPENDIX R Items Measurement Report (EIT, Study 2) 

+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
| Total Total  Obsvd  Fair(M)|         Real | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.| Corr. |     | 
| Score Count Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtBis |Items| 
|-------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+----+-----| 
| 265     67     3.96   3.99 |  -4.82   .54 |  .66  -.3   .09  -.3 | 1.19 |   .33 |  1  | 
| 261     67     3.90   3.97 |  -4.05   .50 | 1.90  1.6   .40  -.2 | 1.09 |   .34 |  2  | 
| 219     67     3.27   3.59 |  -1.91   .18 | 1.10   .5  1.31   .8 | 1.12 |   .66 |  3  | 
| 152     67     2.27   2.26 |   -.41   .17 | 1.52  2.7  1.69  2.6 |  .48 |   .44 |  4  | 
| 222     67     3.31   3.64 |  -2.00   .17 |  .95  -.1   .78  -.3 | 1.14 |   .70 |  5  | 
| 191     67     2.85   3.09 |  -1.20   .16 | 1.18   .9  2.30  3.2 |  .47 |   .66 |  6  | 
| 214     67     3.19   3.52 |  -1.77   .17 |  .99   .0   .84  -.2 | 1.12 |   .70 |  7  | 
| 234     67     3.49   3.78 |  -2.40   .23 | 1.46  1.7  1.56  1.0 |  .96 |   .51 |  8  | 
| 150     67     2.24   2.22 |   -.37   .14 |  .67 -2.2   .83  -.7 | 1.22 |   .82 |  9  | 
| 180     67     2.69   2.86 |   -.97   .15 |  .85  -.8  1.34  1.2 |  .41 |   .67 | 10  | 
| 169     67     2.52   2.62 |   -.74   .14 | 1.00   .0  1.02   .1 |  .68 |   .67 | 11  | 
| 144     66     2.18   2.16 |   -.31   .17 | 1.45  2.3  1.43  1.7 |  .85 |   .70 | 12  | 
|  63     66      .95    .74 |   1.44   .18 | 1.16   .8   .85  -.5 | 1.12 |   .71 | 13  | 
| 176     67     2.63   2.77 |   -.88   .17 | 1.42  2.1  1.13   .5 | 1.08 |   .79 | 14  | 
| 177     67     2.64   2.79 |   -.90   .14 |  .90  -.5   .86  -.4 | 1.09 |   .75 | 15  | 
| 218     67     3.25   3.58 |  -1.88   .18 | 1.15   .7  1.55  1.2 |  .95 |   .62 | 16  | 
| 168     67     2.51   2.60 |   -.72   .14 |  .94  -.2   .87  -.4 | 1.35 |   .76 | 17  | 
|  95     65     1.46   1.29 |    .65   .15 |  .58 -2.7   .66 -1.8 | 1.27 |   .74 | 18  | 
| 169     67     2.52   2.62 |   -.74   .14 |  .90  -.5   .78  -.8 | 1.33 |   .84 | 19  | 
| 121     67     1.81   1.68 |    .19   .14 |  .80 -1.2   .75 -1.3 | 1.28 |   .85 | 20  | 
| 115     67     1.72   1.58 |    .31   .18 | 1.56  2.8  1.32  1.5 |  .75 |   .74 | 21  | 
|  75     65     1.15    .96 |   1.10   .16 |  .77 -1.2   .82  -.7 | 1.09 |   .69 | 22  | 
| 162     67     2.42   2.47 |   -.60   .14 |  .84  -.9   .83  -.6 |  .91 |   .71 | 23  | 
| 200     67     2.99   3.27 |  -1.41   .15 |  .57 -2.6   .66 -1.0 | 1.12 |   .80 | 24  | 
| 117     67     1.75   1.61 |    .27   .14 |  .66 -2.2   .82  -.8 | 1.00 |   .78 | 25  | 
| 139     67     2.07   2.01 |   -.16   .14 |  .89  -.6   .79 -1.0 | 1.46 |   .84 | 26  | 
| 115     66     1.74   1.62 |    .26   .14 |  .77 -1.3   .76 -1.2 |  .89 |   .80 | 27  | 
|  79     66     1.20   1.00 |   1.03   .15 |  .83  -.9  1.33  1.4 |  .72 |   .57 | 28  | 
|  37     65      .57    .37 |   2.26   .20 |  .88  -.4   .73  -.7 |  .98 |   .59 | 29  | 
|  65     64     1.02    .80 |   1.34   .17 |  .60 -2.3   .65 -1.5 | 1.36 |   .75 | 30  | 
|  63     63     1.00    .78 |   1.38   .17 |  .59 -2.3   .61 -1.7 | 1.28 |   .74 | 31  | 
|----------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+-------+-----| 
| 153.4   66.5   2.30   2.33 |   -.58   .18 |  .99  -.2   .98   .0 |      |   .69 | Mean| 
| 60.1    1.0     .89   1.05 |   1.52   .09 |  .33  1.6   .43  1.3 |      |   .13 | S.D.| 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
Populn: RMSE .20  Adj (True) S.D. 1.50  Separation 7.35  Strata 10.13  Reliability .98 
Sample: RMSE .20  Adj (True) S.D. 1.53  Separation 7.47  Strata 10.29  Reliability .98 
Fixed (all same) chi-square:  1414.5  d.f.: 30  significance (probability): .00 
Random (normal) chi-square:  28.5  d.f.: 29  significance (probability): .49 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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APPENDIX S Examinees Measurement Report (EIT, Study 2) 

+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
|Total   Total   Obsvd  Fair(M)|         Real | Infit      Outfit    |Estim.|Corr. |    | 
|Score   Count  Average Average|Measure  S.E. | MnSq ZStd  MnSq ZStd |Discrm|PtBis | Nu | 
|------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+------+----| 
|  41      31      1.32   1.16 |  -1.40   .23 |  .69 -1.2   .57 -1.3 | 1.47 |  .83 |  1 | 
| 122      31      3.94   3.98 |   3.87   .65 |  .56  -.3  2.80  1.3 |  .88 |  .17 |  2 | 
|  92      30      3.07   3.37 |    .97   .23 |  .86  -.4   .82   .0 |  .90 |  .69 |  3 | 
|  95      31      3.06   3.43 |   1.05   .23 |  .98   .0   .82   .0 |  .89 |  .68 |  4 | 
| 118      31      3.81   3.94 |   2.90   .46 | 1.35   .8  1.48   .8 |  .86 |  .31 |  5 | 
| 110      31      3.55   3.83 |   2.02   .29 |  .79  -.5   .74   .1 |  .92 |  .61 |  6 | 
|  94      31      3.03   3.39 |    .99   .23 |  .61 -1.5   .56  -.5 |  .96 |  .77 |  7 | 
|  79      24      3.29   3.26 |    .82   .33 | 1.58  1.6  1.15   .4 |  .46 |  .47 |  8 | 
| 101      31      3.26   3.62 |   1.39   .25 |  .84  -.4   .71  -.1 | 1.18 |  .71 |  9 | 
| 110      31      3.55   3.83 |   2.02   .32 | 1.20   .6   .99   .3 |  .96 |  .55 | 10 | 
|  99      31      3.19   3.56 |   1.27   .24 |  .64 -1.2   .48  -.5 | 1.20 |  .79 | 11 | 
|  23      31       .74    .49 |  -2.51   .33 | 1.43  1.3  1.48  1.1 |  .64 |  .59 | 12 | 
|  47      31      1.52   1.39 |  -1.10   .24 | 1.18   .7  1.00   .1 | 1.08 |  .75 | 13 | 
|  13      31       .42    .20 |  -3.46   .35 |  .92   .0  1.17   .4 | 1.01 |  .56 | 14 | 
|  24      31       .77    .53 |  -2.43   .31 | 1.30   .9  1.44  1.0 |  .60 |  .55 | 15 | 
|  30      31       .97    .74 |  -2.02   .40 | 2.52  3.7  2.13  2.4 |  .03 |  .46 | 16 | 
|  83      31      2.68   2.94 |    .47   .21 |  .43 -2.8   .51  -.9 | 1.37 |  .85 | 17 | 
|  31      31      1.00    .78 |  -1.96   .25 |  .95   .0   .92  -.1 | 1.14 |  .72 | 18 | 
|  59      30      1.97   1.91 |   -.53   .21 |  .94  -.1   .87  -.2 | 1.01 |  .79 | 19 | 
|  80      31      2.58   2.80 |    .33   .21 |  .73 -1.0   .82  -.2 | 1.13 |  .76 | 20 | 
|  66      31      2.13   2.17 |   -.27   .21 |  .89  -.3   .77  -.4 | 1.03 |  .80 | 21 | 
|  96      31      3.10   3.46 |   1.10   .23 |  .98   .0   .66  -.3 | 1.17 |  .77 | 22 | 
|  69      31      2.23   2.30 |   -.14   .21 |  .71 -1.2   .62  -.9 | 1.36 |  .85 | 23 | 
|  41      31      1.32   1.16 |  -1.40   .23 |  .62 -1.5   .57 -1.3 | 1.35 |  .80 | 24 | 
| 100      31      3.23   3.59 |   1.33   .24 |  .91  -.1   .90   .1 |  .95 |  .67 | 25 | 
|  80      30      2.67   2.86 |    .39   .21 |  .69 -1.2   .60  -.7 | 1.24 |  .77 | 26 | 
|  47      31      1.52   1.39 |  -1.10   .22 |  .68 -1.3   .65 -1.0 | 1.26 |  .81 | 27 | 
|  60      31      1.94   1.91 |   -.52   .21 |  .95  -.1   .93   .0 |  .95 |  .76 | 28 | 
|  38      31      1.23   1.05 |  -1.55   .24 | 1.04   .2   .88  -.2 | 1.12 |  .72 | 29 | 
|  94      31      3.03   3.39 |    .99   .23 | 1.03   .2  1.70  1.0 |  .79 |  .62 | 30 | 
|  31      31      1.00    .78 |  -1.96   .25 |  .75  -.8   .87  -.2 | 1.07 |  .74 | 31 | 
|  51      31      1.65   1.55 |   -.92   .25 | 1.40  1.4  1.28   .8 |  .50 |  .67 | 32 | 
|  95      31      3.06   3.43 |   1.05   .23 | 1.03   .1  1.25   .5 |  .84 |  .67 | 33 | 
|  76      31      2.45   2.62 |    .16   .21 |  .91  -.2   .85  -.1 | 1.16 |  .77 | 34 | 
|  74      31      2.39   2.53 |    .07   .21 | 1.02   .1  1.32   .7 | 1.02 |  .64 | 35 | 
|  59      31      1.90   1.87 |   -.56   .21 | 1.04   .2   .89  -.1 | 1.07 |  .75 | 36 | 
|  91      31      2.94   3.28 |    .84   .28 | 1.54  1.7  3.31  2.5 |  .17 |  .44 | 37 | 
|  63      31      2.03   2.04 |   -.39   .21 |  .73 -1.0   .83  -.3 | 1.07 |  .74 | 38 | 
|  98      31      3.16   3.53 |   1.21   .24 |  .74  -.8   .64  -.2 | 1.08 |  .74 | 39 | 
| 117      31      3.77   3.93 |   2.75   .37 |  .91   .0   .53   .1 | 1.05 |  .51 | 40 | 
|  68      31      2.19   2.26 |   -.18   .23 | 1.24   .9  1.28   .7 |  .77 |  .68 | 41 | 
|  84      31      2.71   2.98 |    .51   .22 | 1.06   .3   .85  -.1 | 1.24 |  .73 | 42 | 
| 103      31      3.32   3.67 |   1.51   .32 | 1.56  1.5  1.36   .6 |  .68 |  .57 | 43 | 
|  78      31      2.52   2.71 |    .25   .21 |  .92  -.2   .83  -.2 | 1.11 |  .73 | 44 | 
|  66      31      2.13   2.17 |   -.27   .25 | 1.51  1.8  1.33   .8 |  .67 |  .70 | 45 | 
|  85      27      3.15   3.29 |    .86   .25 | 1.03   .2   .75  -.1 | 1.25 |  .77 | 46 | 
|  33      31      1.06    .86 |  -1.83   .24 |  .94  -.1   .98   .0 |  .99 |  .68 | 47 | 
|  28      31       .90    .67 |  -2.15   .26 | 1.03   .1   .97   .0 | 1.11 |  .68 | 48 | 
|  43      31      1.39   1.24 |  -1.30   .22 |  .76  -.9   .66 -1.0 | 1.24 |  .81 | 49 | 
|  38      31      1.23   1.05 |  -1.55   .23 |  .77  -.7   .72  -.8 | 1.29 |  .78 | 50 | 
|  36      31      1.16    .97 |  -1.66   .24 |  .73  -.9   .67  -.9 | 1.21 |  .76 | 51 | 
|  60      31      1.94   1.91 |   -.52   .21 |  .88  -.3   .76  -.5 | 1.21 |  .82 | 52 | 
|  81      31      2.61   2.85 |    .38   .21 |  .91  -.2   .87  -.1 | 1.12 |  .75 | 54 | 
|  93      31      3.00   3.36 |    .94   .23 |  .86  -.4   .74  -.2 |  .91 |  .73 | 55 | 
|  67      31      2.16   2.21 |   -.22   .21 |  .82  -.6   .71  -.6 | 1.16 |  .78 | 56 | 
|  91      31      2.94   3.28 |    .84   .22 |  .81  -.6   .65  -.4 |  .95 |  .75 | 57 | 
|  77      31      2.48   2.66 |    .20   .21 | 1.01   .1   .85  -.1 | 1.10 |  .76 | 58 | 
|  95      31      3.06   3.43 |   1.05   .23 |  .90  -.2   .76  -.1 | 1.06 |  .73 | 59 | 
|  55      29      1.90   1.74 |   -.70   .21 |  .64 -1.4   .63  -.9 | 1.59 |  .85 | 60 | 
|  97      31      3.13   3.50 |   1.15   .24 |  .76  -.7  1.47   .8 |  .94 |  .69 | 61 | 
|  56      31      1.81   1.75 |   -.70   .21 | 1.04   .2   .90  -.1 | 1.12 |  .80 | 62 | 
|  77      31      2.48   2.66 |    .20   .21 |  .86  -.5   .73  -.4 | 1.35 |  .85 | 63 | 
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|  86      31      2.77   3.07 |    .60   .23 | 1.10   .4   .86   .0 | 1.18 |  .77 | 64 | 
|  67      31      2.16   2.21 |   -.22   .22 | 1.12   .5   .97   .0 | 1.29 |  .84 | 65 | 
|  58      30      1.93   1.85 |   -.59   .26 | 1.57  1.9  1.41  1.0 |  .74 |  .74 | 66 | 
|  66      31      2.13   2.17 |   -.27   .21 |  .91  -.2   .82  -.3 | 1.14 |  .85 | 67 | 
|  70      31      2.26   2.35 |   -.10   .21 |  .74 -1.0   .65  -.7 | 1.38 |  .87 | 68 | 
|------------------------------+--------------+----------------------+------+------+----| 
|  71.0    30.7    2.31   2.40 |    .00   .25 |  .98  -.1   .98   .0 |      |  .71 |Mean| 
|  26.3     1.0     .86   1.05 |   1.37   .07 |  .32  1.0   .48   .8 |      |  .13 |S.D.| 
+---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------+ 
Populn: RMSE .26  Adj (True) S.D. 1.34  Separation 5.16  Strata 7.21  Reliability .96 
Sample: RMSE .26  Adj (True) S.D. 1.35  Separation 5.20  Strata 7.26  Reliability .96 
Fixed (all same) chi-square:  1465.9  d.f.: 66  significance (probability): .00 
Random (normal) chi-square:  62.0  d.f.: 65  significance (probability): .58 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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