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Abstract
Assessment is a powerful tool which can shape curriculum, teaching and learning. One of the major topics which
has been the focus of so much debate among the scholars is the concept of ethics in educational assessment systems.
The purpose of this paper is to touch upon the issue of ethics in language assessment from validity perspectives. To
ensure effective planning, implementation, and evaluation of learning, certain principles and guidelines for beliefs
and behaviors are adopted. These principles and guidelines are identified as ethical standards. The central question
to be addressed here is whether any test can be defended as ethical, or moral. This study also examines professional
ethics, specifically ethical principles as they relate to educational assessment. And finally, some suggestions and
guidelines will be offered for applying ethics in educational assessment to maximize validity and fair application of
language test scores.
Keywords: Ethics, Equity, Consequential validity, Fairness, Power relations
1. Introduction
Language assessment is a complex and rapidly evolving field which underwent significant change in the 1990. From
a theoretical perspective, considerable progress has been made which can model the multiple factors involved in
formulating ethical standards (Bachman and Eignor, 1997). A sound assessment system provides information about
a full range of knowledge and abilities considered valuable and important for students to learn, and, therefore,
requires a variety of assessment methods. Multiple measures of assessment should be used in evaluating students as
opposed to a single standardized test. Alternative assessment represents a different research paradigm, a different
cultural view about assessment. It requires a framework for making the case for validity that differs from the
traditional testing approach. The framework required for alternative assessment must include the relations of power,
fairness, equity & ethical aspects that exist in the assessment process.
All purposes and uses of assessment should be beneficial to students. The results should be used to overcome
systemic inequalities. Assessment results should be reported in the context of other relevant information. In addition,
assessment tasks and procedures must take into account cultural, racial, class, and gender differences. Therefore, the
assessment system should be subject to continuous review and improvement.
In the last few decades, appreciable attention has been directed toward a fair implementation of test results under the
topic of ethics in language testing (Kunnan, 2000, Lynch, 1997 and Shohamy, 1997). The issue is touched upon here
from different perspectives. More specifically, this study intends to answer the following research questions.
1. Do the assessment and reporting principles represent ethicality in educational assessment?
2. Can the ethicality of alternative forms of assessment be judged, via applying Lynch and Shaw’s framework of
examining educational assessment?
To this end, the researcher presents the key issues in assessment; ethics and validity including considerations of
fairness, equity, and consequential validity which make an ethical validity framework. The conclusion highlights the
need for further investigation & thought. Therefore, promoting ethical practices will be an important goal in
educational assessment.
2. Assessment (A Paradigm Shift)
Assessment is a popular and sometimes misunderstood term in current educational practice. The term assessment
refers to a variety of ways of collecting information on a learner's language ability or achievement. Although testing
and assessment are often used interchangeably, the latter is an umbrella term encompassing measurement
instruments, as well as qualitative methods of monitoring and recoding student learning such as observation,
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simulations or project work. Assessment is undergoing a paradigm shift, from psychometrics to a broader model of
educational assessment, from a testing and examination culture to an assessment culture. There is a wide range of
assessment in use now than there was twenty five years ago: teacher assessment, standard tasks, coursework, records
of achievement as well as practical and oral assessment, written examinations and standardized tests. There is
criterion-referenced assessment, formative assessment, written examinations, standardized tests, performance-based
assessment, as well as norm-referenced assessment. In addition, assessment has taken on a high profile and is
required to achieve a wide range of purposes: selection, certification, accountability, diagnosis, instructional
decision- making, motivation, and drive curriculum and teaching.
These new forms and range of purposes for assessment mean that the major traditional model underpinning
assessment theory, the psychometric model, is no longer adequate, hence the paradigm shift. A paradigm shift or
scientific revolution occurs when the old paradigm is unable to deal with an outstanding problem (kuhn, 1970) i.e. to
develop the theory of educational assessment.
Therefore, we need to consider ethical issues in the framework which will guide our development and use of
assessment, bearing in mind the enormous influence that assessment has on pupils’ lives.
3. Alternative Assessment & Its Perspective on Validity
In its simplest form, alternative assessment is a turn to something new, a search for a wider palette of choices. This
vision of alternative assessment appears in such characterizations as Shohamy's (1996) “Portfolios, observations,
poor assessment interviews, simulations … self assessment” (pp. 153) or Darling-Hammond’s (1994) “oral
presentations debates … exhibition … videotapes of performances and other learning occasions, constructions &
models … experiments” (pp. 5-6). However such listings of various learning activities and products converted into
components of assessment will not, in the end, be satisfactory. Indeed Brown and Hudson (1998) & Norris, Brown,
Hudson, Yoshioka (1998, pp. 3) argue that these are not new forms of assessment at all, that they do not represent an
alternative in the sense of being completely different from the range of assessment practices that have gone before,
and they suggest using instead the term alternatives in assessment.
Perhaps, then, the true soul of assessment lies not in the components or tools, but in the perspective or set of
assumptions motivating their use. Wolf et al (1991) have characterized this notion as assessment culture. This
culture assumes that assessment involves an investigation of developmental sequences in student learning, a
sampling of genuine performances that reveal the underlying thinking processes, and the provision of directions and
opportunities for further learning. Assessment culture also assumes that teaching, learning, and assessment practices
are inseparable & integral; students should be active participants in the process of developing assessment procedures,
including the criteria and standards by which performances are judged; both the process and product of assessment
tasks should be evaluated & the assessment results should be reported as a qualitative profile rather than a single
score or other quantification (Birenbaum, 1996).
Traditional testing establishes validity by adhering to certain principles (e.g. reliability i.e. it must provide scores
that are consistent, usually estimated by determining how consistent the answers on the individual test items are
across a representative group of test takers) before it can claim to produce valid inferences or conclusions. Moss
(1994, 1996) challenges this tenet. In articulating an approach to validity from the alternative assessment perspective,
Moss (1994) argues for a hermeneutic approach. This approach represents an interpretive research perspective and
responds to some of the essential qualities of alternative assessment. It acknowledges the importance of the context
of assessment and begins to formulate validity as a consensus reach through dialogue which happens between
stakeholders in the assessment - teachers, students, parents - not between disinterested external experts.
Moss (1996) also challenges the principle in traditional testing and assessment that the goal is generalization. This
goal means that educators want to be able to generalize from one performance, or from one set of test answers, to all
such performances, contexts, or areas of knowledge. Validity, from this perspective, is the degree to which the
specific performance or test score matches constructs or meanings that educators have predetermined as the object
of assessment. Comparing current generalized understandings with new, contextualized interpretations is done in a
reciprocal fashion rather than in the scientific hypothesis-testing mode; that is, there is a give and take between one
interpretation and the next that results in a reshaping or reconceptualization of both (Hamp-Lyons & Lynch, 1998).
The important contrasts with traditional validity raised by alternative assessment, then, include challenges to the
notions that reliability is prerequisite for validity and that generalizability is the ultimate goal. Further, the
discussion of the differences in research paradigms leads to a different conceptualization of validity and its criteria,
and these criteria can be examined from various ethical perspectives.
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4. Ethics
Ethics is what scholars such as shohamy, spolsky and Hamp-Lyons (2001) call critical pedagogy or critical language
testing. One of the by-products of a rapidly growing testing industry is the danger of an abuse of power. A
Potentially reasonable way to avoid power misuse in testing is to inform those in power through giving them
information on the nature and consequences of the tests. Therefore, the orientation should be directed toward the
people in the power position in order to help them make fair decisions. These who are affected by test scores also
need orientation to understand how they have been judged and what the test scores could mean to them.
Nevertheless, decision-makers are usually administrators, bureaucrats, and politicians who are not well aware of the
problems involved in testing. That is why language testers have always complained about the total authoritarian
attitude of the decision-makers. Language testers claim that the decisions should be made with taking the potential
flaws of test scores into considerations. Language testers also claim that the decisions should be fair, not harming,
and just regarding the test-takers abilities. In recent years, these issues in language testing have been receiving an
increasing attention under the cover term of "Ethics" (i.e. the moral and social considerations involved in the
construction and use of tests).
No one would deny the fact that ethical considerations are important, not only in language testing, but also in any
other academic activity. Nor would anyone disagree that language testers should assume responsibility toward social
and individual aspects of the test-takers’ lives. What is difficult to operationalize, however, is the definition, extent,
and limits of ethics.
Regarding ethical issues, then, some confusions exist. Concepts such as fairness, bias, morality, and the context in
which these concepts have been used are not at all clearly identified in the field & the effects of other parameters of
ethicality such as deception, privacy, equity, and confidentiality seems to be, at best, unclear. Furthermore, the
importance of the consequences of the test results, what Messick (1989) calls consequential validity, seems to have
been overemphasized in recent years. It can be argued that in some sociopolitical contexts, a tester is not even
allowed to assume responsibility towards the consequences of the decisions made on the test scores. In such cases,
Language testers are assigned to develop such tests and deliver the tests to certain governmental agencies. What
kind of use the agencies would make of the test scores is often a matter of sociopolitical concerns rather than an
academic endeavor. Thus, ethical considerations should be discussed in different contexts each with different
parameters because what may be ethical in one context, may not be so in another. Some of these contexts are
educational contexts (research VS. decision making), sociopolitical contexts (public VS. government), and moral
contexts (fairness VS. bias). In addition, the application of ethical concerns in terms of validity, access & justice
should be taken into account in all the stages of test development (Kunnan, 2000).
In an assessment which looks for best rather than typical performance the context of the item should be the one
which allows the pupil to perform well but this suggests different tasks for different groups which is in itself hugely
problematic. However, what we can seek is the use, within any assessment program, of a range of assessment tasks
involving a variety of contexts, a range of modes within the assessment, and a range of response format and style.
This broadening of approach is most likely to offer pupils alternative opportunities to demonstrate achievement if
they are disadvantaged by any one particular assessment in the program (Gipps, 1994).
5. Codes of Ethics and Ethical Principles
In a research study on five major ethical codes in the field of language testing, Jia (2009) examines the different
perspectives of professional codes of ethics. What constitutes an ethical code (or code of ethics)? Davies (2005, p.
46) states that an ethical code is “a public written statement by an organization of its principled approach to its
professional and/or business activities”. In other words, ethical codes refer to “a set of social practices that has a
purpose, namely, the promotion of the common welfare” (Davies, 2004, pp. 98).
According to Fortin (1996, pp. 1720) successful codes of ethics are not idealized descriptions of behavior – they are
evolving codifications of baseline standards in a given field. Fortin also points out that codes of ethics, by
themselves, do not create virtue: what they can do is to increase the likelihood of responsible behavior mainly by
“appealing to the moral sense of those whose activities they govern” (1996, pp. 1720). For this to occur, there needs
to be an ongoing process of engagement with a given code and a basic acceptance of the ideas behind it. Longstaff
(1994) echoes this point by stating codes of ethics must be internalized by their practitioners to be effective. For that
reason, successful codes also need to be simple enough so that they can actually be remembered and universal
enough so that different persons from varied cultures in a given profession can agree with them. Codes have a
valuable function in shaping behaviors, yet they should also be flexible enough to recognize that many teachers and
test developers operate under diverse (and often less than optimal) conditions.
Similarly, ethical principles should guide the behaviors of professionals in everyday practice. Principles are assumed
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to be constant and, therefore, provide consistent guidelines for decision-making. In addition, professionals should
strive to develop the virtues, or habits of behavior, that are characteristic of people in helping professions.
Contextual issues must also be taken into account. Such issues include, but are not limited to, culture, temporality
(issues bound by time), and phenomenology (individual perspective) and community norms.
6. The Relationship of Ethics to Validity
As with validity, ethical determinations can be made from obviously different perspectives. Ethical practice should
be viewed as protecting research participants’ basic right not to be harmed (socially, psychologically, emotionally,
physically) and not to be coerced or manipulated. Hamp-Lyons (1989) points out that ethics is properly seen as an
essential aspect of validity. This interrelationship can be thought of in terms of the following questions:
What should be the relationship between assessor and the person being assessed?
What should the person being assessed be asked to do to demonstrate his or her ability?
What does the assessor believe the nature of that ability to be?
How does the assessor decide or, perhaps, who decides what counts as evidence?
The way these questions are answered will differ, depending on the assessor's perspective (i.e., conventional testing
or alternative assessment). It is arguable that the basic ethical questions should remain the same, regardless of the
approach to assessment, that is, whether conventional or alternative assessment is being carried out, test-takers’
rights not to be harmed or coerced remain constant. However, depending on the validity perspective, how educators
define harm, coercion and power relations and the degree of ethical responsibility that they attribute to those in the
assessment context may differ.
Raising the stakes enhances the ethical dimension in assessment. The higher the stakes, the greater the likelihood of
cheating and unethical practices and the more important it is that assessment practice be fair and equitable. The
ethics of assessment demand that the constructs and assessment criteria are made available to pupils and teachers,
and that a range of tasks and assessment be included in an assessment program. These requirements are consonant
with enhancing construct validity in any case.
We return to these ideas concerning alternative assessment and synthesize them into a framework for addressing
ethics and validity in educational assessment.
7. Examining Validity and Ethics of Educational Assessment
Considering Validity from the alternative assessment perspective and many scholar's thought (e.g. Bachman, Brown
& Hudson, , chapel, Foucalt, Guba & Lincoln, Ham-Lyons, Linn, Messick, Kunnan, Moss, (Norris, Brown &
Hudson), shohamy & others) in relation to ethics, then, has provided a framework for examining educational
assessment in the admission programs (Lynch & Shaw, 2005).
As displayed in table 1 the validity framework developed integrates validity with ethical considerations, especially
in terms of consciously addressing the power relations that are at play in the assessment context. By examining the
multiple perspectives of this framework and a consideration of alternative assessment outcomes, most of the
concerns of an ethical approach can be addressed.
8. Methodology
The qualitative research elicits phenomenological data that represents the worldview of the participants being
investigated. A primary goal of this qualitative study is to develop a better understanding of the principles involved
in ethical assessment. This study intends to explore the principles exploited by the teachers in the process of
language assessment. It investigates these questions through the approach of naturalistic inquiry. The researcher
gathered data through the use of in-depth interviews guided by a list of principles for assessment and reporting (see
Appendix A and B) reflecting both the research literature and the research questions underpinning the study. This
semi-structured interview approach was chosen because it ensured a degree of consistency in the data collected
while also allowing for the use of probes to invite participants to elaborate on their attitudes and experiences (Patton,
2002).
8.1 Participants
The sample of the study included teachers at KEI (Kish English Institute). They were 15 English instructors of
(Upper–Intermediate and Advance levels). The participants involved in the ethical assessment project were all
Iranian. Advanced, rather than teachers from other proficiency levels, were selected for the study on the grounds that
they would have been more concerned with and have a better knowledge of the philosophy of the test, assessment,
and ethicality issues. Because this study focused on the ethical assessment perspective of teachers, it was this cohort
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of teachers that formed the pool of potential participants for our investigation. At the time the study was undertaken,
all potential participants had had at least three years of teaching and as a consequence had made assessment-related
decisions for their students that ranged from making tests, piloting tests, grading individual assignments to marking
final exams, and making end-of-year pass/fail decisions. They were all female instructors (mostly aged 21-39). The
teachers were interviewed in order to garner their views of the assessment and reporting principles. The key
questions for these interviews were whether the proposed principles represent ethicality and to what extent these
principles signify ethicality in educational assessment.
8.2 Data collection and analysis
Semi-structured interviews were held with Upper–Intermediate and advanced English teachers. These include
questions regarding tests and ethical concerns, test decisions, equity, power relation, consequences and fairness.
Teachers were asked to respond to their perceptions and beliefs about the tests and their attitude toward the proposed
principles for assessment and reporting. Teachers were allowed the freedom to express their personal reactions to the
principles and to any changes that they expected in educational assessment. All interviews were recorded on a
Digital Voice Recorder, which were transcribed and reviewed later. The interviews were conducted by the researcher
who transcribed, summarized, and compared the participants’ responses after the interviews.
The interviews were administered to the teachers of KEI. The interviews with the teachers were held on a one to one
basis. Each interview lasted for about one hour. All interviews were recorded and then transcribed. Finally, the
responses were summarized and compared with responses of the other teachers. Data analysis involved an iterative
process of examining the collated data segments, field notes, and interview transcripts; grouping topics; and
identifying themes in the participants’ comments. These themes were used to build a portrait of ethicality in
educational assessment based on what the participants reported. Recurrent themes regarding the ethical principles
were identified and the information has proved to be very valuable in understanding the issues under study.
9. Results and Discussion
Interviews on the issues of ethicality and the concern for the relationship of assessment to educational opportunity
were carried out with 15 teachers and the following themes emerged from the teachers’ interviews. The question to
be addressed was whether the assessment and reporting principles represent ethicality in educational assessment. To
this end, semi-structured interviews, with focus on the principles given in the questionnaire and ethicality issues,
were conducted. As with most questions of ethicality, the responses varied and depended on who was asked. The
findings can be summarized under two main categories i.e. current perspective of teachers as to the assessment
principles and attitudes toward the implementation of the new assessment system. Below is the presentation of each
of these themes.
9.1 Teachers’ perspective of the assessment principles
The themes indicated that the perspectives of teachers concerning the assessment principles were different. In
particular, the ethicality of the tests mainly achievement tests was called into questions. A majority of the teachers
expressed the perception that the assessment principles bring about a great change in educational assessment.
Specific comments that revealed a sense that tests were questionable from an ethical point of view included: “it is
not an accurate reflection of the learners’ capabilities”. Responses from interviews with teachers helped to clarify
these perceptions. One teacher said that she preferred the assessment done by the teachers while including the
assessment principles since the learners will not be judged as better or worse than others but rather on their
self-improvement and progress. One of the teachers interviewed gave other insights into the question of why the
tests might not demonstrate the learners’ competence or capabilities over different skills: the format of the test might
be unfamiliar or an unclear instruction would not allow them to demonstrate what they know. Evaluation based on a
single test is not relevant, in terms of how the learners approach the tasks; not valid to assess progress. For that you
need conferencing, observation, formative assessment, not a “one-off” like an achievement test. Since the learners
may even understand the process, but get the wrong answer. This is an inappropriate form of assessment or
evaluation. Bennett (1995) surmises that culturally responsive teacher education programs must include
opportunities for pre-service teachers to work in schools where all students learn and develop to their highest
potential; where teachers and students understand and begin to develop multiple ways of perceiving, believing,
behaving, and evaluating.
This study also found that institutional requirements are a significant component of ethical dilemmas that teachers
face with assessment. Given the strong impact policy and politics have in shaping and constraining classroom
assessment practices and principles across nations (Black & Wiliam, 2005), these findings may not be surprising.
They also reinforce the work of Colnerud (1997) who found a similar prevalence of institutional effects on general
ethical dilemmas faced by teachers in Sweden. As evidenced in one teacher’s comments, contrary to the other
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teachers’ comments that these principles can be used as a basis for competition between institutions or schools in
order to promote their schools over the others or may compete for attracting more students or raising their fees or
their funding. More importantly, these principles can not be used to identify areas of need for different individuals.
Hence, the needs of different learners go largely undetected. In contrast, one teacher who was also a test developer
and in favor of these principles commented that these principles can provide a lot of evaluative information on the
curriculum as well as giving teachers a better idea of whether their students are making good progress.
As a result, the ethicality of these principles is a complicated or complex issue. Different values have been placed,
with some teachers feeling that it leads to further competition and competitive testing and others feeling that it
results in important information for themselves, their learners, and the others. However, the teachers unanimously
expressed the idea that assessment plays a central part in education. It appears that identifying a limited number of
principles to reveal the nature of the classroom and educational assessment is what makes it morally questionable.
This leads to the question of whether there are more ethical ways of assessing than are represented by these limited
principles. At the heart of these principles is the notion that, in order for assessment to be ethical or moral, teachers
and students should be actively involved and the assessment data should not be used to make competitive judgments
about the systems or schools across the country. In fact, good assessment should be “integral to the curriculum”.
This relates to the notion of washback that tests do best to “reveal their influence back into the curriculum”.
9.2 Attitude toward the implementation of the new assessment system
Promoting ethical practices in assessment is considered to be a very important goal of the teachers involved in
assessment. Principles and codes which can increase the awareness of ethical practices among teachers and students
and promote ethical uses of assessment in various contexts: teaching, counseling, evaluation, research, among others.
Strike (1990) argues that explicit instruction in ethical concepts ought to be part of teacher preparation. These
concepts should be directly related to the work in which teachers engage.
A set of principles for assessing language, in particular, was developed by Wilson (see Appendix B). These are the
principles that are more in line with alternative forms of assessment, and achievement tests are not always designed
to respond to these sorts of concerns. This is not surprising, given that Wilson’s perspective is clearly in favor of
alternative assessment over conventional testing, and the given assessment principles are not designed and can not
respond to these sorts of concerns. According to teachers and test developers, the search for the ethical test has
uncovered difficulties for traditional, standardized forms of testing. With concerns for the consequences of tests
forming part of more recent approaches to validity, ethical concerns and fairness issues need to be examined with
more than test internal examinations of reliability. In addition, educating others to understand and to engage in
ethical practices is a critical goal. Illustrations of good and bad practice within realistic assessment contexts and
discussions of ethical dilemmas are excellent ways of promoting ethically practice in assessment.
If alternative forms of assessment are to be pursued as our best hope of improving the morality of the procedures
and the decisions that result from them, they will need to be validated with different procedures from those currently
employed for traditional tests (Lynch, 1997). However, in the words of Kenneth Howe (1994, p. 31), “to reject it for
these reasons places the quest for accurate measurement-and control- above the quest or educationally and morally
defensible policies”. This search requires an ongoing ethical assessment using multiple assessment instruments and
procedures.
10. Conclusions and Suggestions (A Cycle within a Circle of Assessment)
Assessment plays a central role in teaching and learning. It should give an accurate picture of students’ knowledge
and skills in the subject area or domain being tested. Accurate achievement data are very important for planning
curriculum and instruction and for program evaluation. Test scores that overestimate or underestimate students’
actual knowledge and skills can not serve these important purposes.
Alternative assessment seems to offer an excellent means of creating ethical and valid assessment practices,
analogous to the Greek books of life. Through their work on alternative assessment instruments, students address
ontological authenticity, that is, they answer the questions of academic and professional identity. Not only do they
create their professional identities, but they also consolidate their academic identities (e.g. portfolio assessment).
However, teachers and assessors do not have a completely passive role, either in the teaching or the assessing
process. In order to put the sociopolitical aspects of ethics in language testing in a proper context, there should be a
three way conversation between the test-taker, the test developer, and the decision maker both in language
curriculum development and assessment. The interaction among language testing, applied linguistics, and
psychometrics, has helped the field of language testing to mature in recent decades. However, great care should be
exercised in the application of the principles of the other fields to language testing in order to avoid misleading
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conclusion, unfair & unethical aspects in educational assessment.
Politicians, educators, bureaucrats, and so many other sectors in the society are in the position to make decisions.
Language testers' responsibility in this case is limited to only giving guidelines to the decision makers to assure
quality in educational assessment.
Examining impact and evolved power relation, in particular, will show whether the teaching and learning have
proceeded ethically and validity. This thinking suggests that power relations are not inherently evil and need not be
escaped. They are, rather, part of the human condition, and educators must work to develop practices i.e. practices of
assessment- that maximize the mobility, the reciprocity and hence validity of the test. There is also work relevant to
assessment designed to make assessment, more open to the active participation of stakeholders other than testers.
Therefore, we will come up to a diagram of interactive relationship (see Figure.1) among tests, assessment and
language curriculum components i.e. A cycle within a circle of assessment.
Examining educational assessment based on the validity framework developed will show whether the teaching and
learning have proceeded ethically and validly. This thinking suggests educators must work to develop practices of
assessment to maximize the ethics and validity of assessment inferences. According to McNamara and Deane (1995)
by using multiple assessment instruments, traditional measures of alternative assessments, traditional measures &
alternative assessment measures, rational decisions can be made about students' lives & curriculum revision policies
for revising the program views of needs, goals, objectives, materials, teaching strategies, overall course evaluation &
ethical consideration which can be a great source of important and valid information.
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Table 1. A Framework for Analyzing Ethical Assessment
Definition
Ethics/Validity
Category
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Extension to
alternative assessment

Fairness (Kunnan,
2000)

Everyone receives the same assessment
procedure, and the results of that
assessment are interpreted in the same
way for all candidates; all participants in a
particular assessment setting have been
taken into account.

Are the perspectives of
all affected participants
in the educational
assessment process
being taken into
account?

Equity (Gipps, 1995)

Equal access to curriculum and learning _
Having an explicit account of the
constructs being assessed and criteria for
assessment.

What knowledge is
assessed and equated
with achievement?

Ontological
Authenticity_

Participants gain and use information as a
result of the assessment process.

Do the participants in
the assessment process
establish a meaningful
identity, a sense of who
they are?

Stakeholders and participants gain an
understanding of the perspectives and
meaning constructions of those outside
their own group.

Are the participants in
the assessment process
able to gain an
improved
understanding of the
perspectives outside
their own group?

A consideration of the values and goals
that inform assessment interpretations,
and the consequences of interpreting and
using assessment information; the degree
to which something happens as a result of
the assessment process.

What is actually done
as a result of
assessment?

The degree to which participants are
empowered to carry out the changes that
are made possible through the assessment
process.

Do the participants
change the way they
relate to each other and
to themselves?

Authenticity Criteria
(Guba & Lincoln,
1989)
Cross referential
Authenticity_
Educative Authenticity
(Guba & Lincon,1989)

Impact_
Consequential Validity
(Messick, 1989)

Evolved power
relations_ Tactical
Authenticity
(Guba & Lincon, 1989;
Shohamy, 1997, and
Spolsky, 1997)
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Figure 1. A Cycle within a Circle of Assessment
Appendix A (Teacher Interviews)
Principles for Assessment and Reporting
Full Name: _____________

Nationality: _____________

Age: ___________________

Gender: ________________

University Degree________

Teaching/Test Development Experience______Ys

1) Parents are entitled to continuing, quality information regarding their children’s education through a variety of
mechanisms.
2) Any form of assessment should be integral to the curriculum and designed to inform, support and improve
learning outcomes.
3) Assessment and reporting processes should make provision for parent and student input about teaching and
learning.
4) Parents and their organizations must have an active role in developing and implementing assessment and
reporting policies and processes at the school, the system, the state and the nation levels.
5) Schools, systems and Governments must make explicit and public the purposes for which they wish to collect
assessment data.
6) Assessment data must not be used for the purpose of establishing and publishing competitive judgments about
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schools, systems, etc.
7) Parents must be informed by all those who seek such data about student performance of the uses to which such
information will be put.
8) Data collected from students in schools should be used in accordance with its stated purposes. Any other
subsequent uses should be specifically negotiated.
9) Individual student assessments are confidential to the student, his/her parents and appropriate school staff.
10) Parents have the right to withdraw their children from specific system, statewide and national testing.
11) Assessment data for statewide or national purposes should be collected by statistically valid, light sampling
procedures only.
12) Appropriate appeal mechanisms should be established and made public to protect the rights of students and
parents in matters of student assessment and reporting at the school, state and national level.
Appendix B (Teacher Interviews)
Principles for Evaluating Language Development (Wilson, 1995: 3)
1) What and how we evaluate must be Consistent with what we value about language and language development.
2) Evaluation strategies must evaluate what they set out to evaluate (e.g., to check spelling by having the student
select the correct spelling of a word from a list of alternative spellings tells nothing about how that student would
spell that same word in a writing situation.
3) The purpose of evaluation is to inform the learners, teachers and parents. It thus must be descriptive.
4) Learning is ongoing, therefore evaluation must be ongoing.
5) Language is learned in use, language use is context related. Language evaluation therefore must occur in
authentic contexts.
6) As language use relates to language experience, an externally administered evaluation procedure may evaluate the
teaching program more than it evaluates the student’s language competence.
7) Language learning is developmental. It involves experimentation and approximation. Language assessment must
reveal the student’s developing understandings.
8) Learning to control the surface features of a language does not necessarily occur at the same rate as learning to
control the functions of a language.
9) Student self evaluation is an important part of the evaluation process.
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