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ABSTRACT

Data from a national survey .f students and teachers
working within Norway's system of mized-ability instruction in the
elementary and early secondary schools suggest that, after ten years
of implementation, the teaching and testing system is workakle and
that some azspects work relatively well. Instruction in Enqlish as a
second language in a mixed-ability syctem has some problems that will
be a continuing challenge for researchers and teacher trainers. Wher.
the curriculum was designed, the communicative aspect had not been
worked out well, but it is anticipated that the revisions in the 1985
teaching guide will aiter the previous non-communicative skills
orient=tion to a more communicative one, especially in the direction
of oral skills and cultural education. Thesc changes are expected to
lead to changes in testing. Some data interpretation and tables are
included from both teacher and student responses and a national
e aluation sys‘em. (MSE)
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1 Introduction

Finland is at a stage whe~e stresming in l“l is on
its way out of she systea and nized-ability seaching e
testing on its way in. Such a decisien is guing te Mve
far-reaching effects on both teaching amd sesting. It |
is syainss this bachyround that I would iike te present i
selected data from tha Norweyian systes. ,

ED266685

In Norumy a curriculus based on the oencept of
sized-ability teaching has been in sffect sires 1974, It
grew out of & lorg period of pedagogical and even poli-
tical struggle. In fact. the more fundamental questions
behind the mizxed-ability concept \eg., showid v have one
school for all17) have been central in Horwegisn debate
for more than ons huntred years (Telhauy 1970:10). The
reason for this is that one's chnices om Buch isoues
will have effects that are nots only linguistic and peda-
gogical, but also social. gducation gives access to B8O
sany other things in society.

In the context of mized-ability teaching sesting 1o
but one aspect. However, e jor pedagogical questions
like individualisation lave already been topics for se-
parate conferences and seainars in Finland (of. 9. se-
ainar reports No.3 and No.ll from Nordisha aprik- och
informationscentret, Helsinki). Norwegian points of view 3
have been presented b{ Frydenberg 198la. 198> amd N
1981c, by Stelen 1984a, 984b and by Tangen 1984, Thus
in my presen: talk it is natural to concentrate on ques-
tions of evaluation and assessment in English as a
foreign language (E7L) in general and the exam system in
particular.

As an applied linguist 1 feel that it is very impor-
tant to supplement information about a system with info
¢Yrom tha people *ho are actually working within the sys-
tem. It is, after all, the weArer of the school, 8o to
speak, vho knows where it hurts most. For this reason I
shall present selected results from a national survey i
carried cut in 1981, The aim of this survey was to find ;
out vhat a statistically representative national sample H
of students and teachers in grades 3-11 (student ages i
appr. 13-18) of WNorwegiaan lower and upper secondary k
school pwrceive to Dbe their problems in L%/LT in
Norwegian as a first language and EFL (Evengen 1983).
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-~ the eurvey evaluation stands as one out of a con-
eider- le number of problex areas. In the context of
thie con{ference I feel that it may be just as relevant
to hear about such probleas as to hear about any sgolu-
tinns that we might have to offer.

2 The Nowwegian EFL curriculum ond ¢ - *“on system

Teaching in Nor.mgian compreheneive s. hae sinca
1974 been based on the “Msnsterplan for _cunnekolen”
(Curriculum for primary and lower secondary ducation).
The main educational innovatfon introduced by thie plan
was the step atmy from a fixed curriculum for all to a
flexible teaching guide, where individual schools and
teachers (at least in principle) are given considerable
freedom to choose for themselves both what to teach and
how to teach it. The testina system, however, 13 still
largely centralized.

In the EFL teaching guide a major change coneisted
of moving away from explicit rnowledge of language struc-
ture and metalanguage to &n explicit caphasis on gkills
and a lees explicit emphasis on lanquage as a wmeans of
communication. The goal of EFL 1s stated Jn the fol-
lowing three parts (my translation):

“The teaching of English is to aim at

-giving the etudents practical language skil) which
Bay give them increased ability to establish con-
tact, orally and 1in writing

-forming as firm a basis as possible for continued
learning of the subject

-establishing such attitudes toward the lanquage
that the students develor an interest in increasing
their skills and get an impulse to use the language. "

Based on consideritions of communicative needs, oral
skills are given more Jmphasis than written skillas.
Furthermore, of the two written skills reading seems to
be given priority before writing, which is partly given
a4 secondary role (Simensen 1983);

“The skill of written expression is also to be
practicel., both as a eupport of training of the oral
shills and as a means of expression in {tself”™.

Given the fact that the teaching quide is based on
general goals rather than specific objectives, with con-
siderable local freasdom within the system, one By sus-
pect that teachers have problems in knowing what to eva-
luate, vhich criteria to use. In the national survey
referred to. the teacher questionnaires contained the
following question:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Do you think it is easy or 4iffiguls te EnOw shat (1}
correct in this grade? (Put & ring aeround tls figure
below the appropriate responas alternative).

very quite quivte vary don’'t
diffic. diffic. wedium oas/ sy Rnow

3 4 3 2 3 L]

Figure 1. Translated item from EFL teacher’'s question-
naire.

The answers of 19]1 EFL teachers in grade § are - éfs-
glayed i{n Table 1 below. In the table answers Are given
as percentages for each response alternative. The fre-
quencies are weighted tc counterbalance biases intro-
Guced by dieproportionate sanpling design (cf. Evensen
1982a). Furt>ermore the frequencies are sdjusted so that
those repondents who anowsred ‘don’t know’ (1.0 per cent
of the total) or left the item unanswered (3.1 per cent
ot the total) are kept out of the computations.

Tab:e 1. Selecting criteria for correcting student per-
formence. EFL teachers’ perceptions >f difficulty in
-

qrade 2, Welghted

response alternatives contral tendency
and dispersion

very
aiffic.

3 ™ s {1)
X L] L] %

02,9 13,5 49,3 27,1 06.8 2.821 _.0688 _

15.4 Jer cent, or about a sixth, ef the teachars
feel that knowing what to correct is very difficult or
quite difficult. For these teachsrs the choice of evalu-
ation criteria mar bs said to ~onstitute a Problem.
For the great ma’ority, however. the system siems to work
quite well. If we use the response scale fros five to
one to compute an average (median) out of the answers
given, the result is 2.821. This weans that an “average
answer” is a little toward the 'easy’ and of the scals.
The standard deviation adus the further inforsation that
there is some disagreement zmong teachers on the ques-
tions thare is some degree of dispersion in the answers
given,

The most reasonable conclusion one can dri' from the
data scems to be that, after seven vyeary of experience
with mixed-ability teaching, most tex:chers are in fact
quite satisfied with the freedom (or burden) of choice
built into the system. The table. in other ‘words, aeeas
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to show that local freedoa is not as big a froblem as
oné might have expected it (o be for teachers with res-
Pect to knowing what to correct.

He may go on to ask what the gtudents think of the
teachers’ evaluation. The student questionnaires con-
tained an ftem of the type presented above where the
students were agked to evaluate teacher demands. ag de-
monstrated in teacher marking. on an ordinal scale going
from “much too high’ to ‘much too low’. The answer: are
preserited in Talle 2,

Table 2. Marking. EFL Studencs perceptions of teacher
demands in grade 9. Hcighted and adjusted frequencies
{n=419),

response alternatives central tendency
and diapersion
demands are---
wuch much
toeo too
FTRAL -l small Md L
L] 4 a 2 1
% 3 | % ]
12,7 30.9 43.7 06.8  00.9 3,37} . 801

It seems that the students are not totally sat,affer]
with the state of affairs. 43.6 per cent feel that
teacher demands are ‘much too great’ or ‘a l1ittle too
areat’. On the other hand nobody seems to feel that the
teachers are much too lenient. .8 Per cent think that
the teachers are a little too 1lentent. The median re-
flects tnis distribution. A result of 3.371 s toward
the "too agreat part of the scale. Sti1l1, the wmedian
80 close to che neytral mid category that this problem
®ay not in any sense be said to be an important one.

3 The Norwegian EFL exan

In this asection I shall present gome information
about the Norwegian EFL exanm at the end of comprehensive
school. In the presentation I shall focus on the correg-
pondence between the goals and the exam system. 1 gshal}l
also consider potential backwash effects on everyday
teaching. It s a well-known fact that the €xas system
influences practical teaching Simensen (1983:217, has
formulated this principle very strongly; if there is a
discrepancy between g0 4q and evaluation evaluation
usually wins,

. 5
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1 have chosen to use teacher perceptions of Serres-
pondence as wmy starting point. In the questitmmaire
teachers wers asked to give their views as to the degree
of correspondence between the goals and the EFL oxzaa. I
find the results very interesting.

Table 3. Teacher Perceptions of the correspondence
betwesn the official goals and the EFL exam at tha end of
comprehansive school. Meighted and adjusted frequencies

(n=l2)),
resporie alternatives central
ari dispursion

very very
qood bad
COPr, —-—=—-mmm-mmsmceemcaa- corr. P} s

] 4 3 2 1

L 3 ] ] ] ]
96,0 Q3.6 43,8 36,8 09.9 2.%88  ,712

It seems clear that we deal here with & real problem
of some intensity. None of the teachers think that the
correspondence is ‘very good', and only 3.6 per cent
feel that it is '‘'quite guod’'. On the other hand &lmost
ten par cent think that tha correspondence is 'very
bad’. The median i3 as low as 2.%68 and the low standard
deviation (.722) indicates & tigher degrex of concensus
among the teachars on this question than on previous
ones. In an effort to understand tnis Problem I shall
“ first present some background information about the exas
systea and then supplesent this material with more de-
tailed survay data.

English is the oniy foreign language with a final
written exam in Norwey. The test takes pPlace at the end
of ninth grade and is ailotted four hour~ ‘¢ fifteen
minutes for practicalities;. I: officially consists of
at leasi four out of a list of eight subtests Prusented
in the Harch:ook for the school, part III (HArdbok fur
skolen, drl III):

-comptehension questions on & given text
-~ -f1il-in-the-blank {(includaing close)

-completion of a text vhere the beginning or and lus f
bsen resoved

-{ree comments on a text

~eSGay based on key words

-picture-based essay |
-essay on a given topic

According to the requlations each student sits for i
at least one of the following subjects- ‘
|
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~Norweqtan ay ‘g first language
~Mathesatics
~EFL

In practice ®ach student sits for only one of
these, vhich means that a}) students {p approxin.tcly
one third of the Country'g Nineteen counties sit for the

€XAR every year (cf. Table S below), The particylar
counties are Selected snew vach year &ccording to g con-~
fidentia) aystem.

Each student'g Performance g evaluaied Ly team of

two externa} exaniners each evaluating about 1%¢ student
rrfsrmances. Examinerg work 1ndependent1y at tirst,
then change student Answers and at the end discuss hor-
derline cases,

Since 1982 the Juiding Principle behind evaluation
Criteria and Rarking has been one called "adapted goal-
referenced testing- (cr, Nc.sk Skole Nos. 10/1}) and
12/13 1982 ang 4 1984). This principle may be seen as
an attempt to combine qocl-rcterencod, criterion-~
referenced and nora-referenced testing.

The main basis for Rarking ie the examinersg’
overall impresgiorn of each student'sg performance, I
doing this the €xaminers are tojd to relate their judge-
Bant not just tg lingquistic aspects, but algo to the
overall goals of the school Systea, as thege i@ gtated
in the teaching gquide. Apart from a general description
of inteniiong the examinersg are not given RLny detailg
28 to how to go  about ilplelentinq the Principle 1p
actual warking.

More detasled eveluation criteria are distributaq
Every year to the examiners and later published in the
series !v-lu-rinq i grunnskolen (Evaluation in the com-
Prehansive School) {ggued by T . Natiora) Council fzor
Primary and Louer-lecondury Education,

For the more closed dubtests {p the written exam,
Some of which are dilcrete—potnt, a4 number of Points are
given for each Subtest lilplylnq a4 relative ranking of
them as to importance: and a total sum for all subtestg
is suggasteq for each Bark. In certain cases., a graded
Syctem is used for the allotment of poir..s to each {(ndi-
vidual answer, wvhere the top score ig reserved for thoge
Answers that are hoth {ornaily and runctianully correct

(eg. a question with do—perxphrul ). A mecium scors |g
Fiven for understandab;e but formally incorrect answersg
(eq, ‘How long do the journey takes?"), ang nNo pointg

Are given for ANSWers that are both {ornally and func-
tionaily incorrecs . Thus communicatiye principtes have
to srume extent antercq ints  the critertor-rc{erenccd
Fert ~f the marking
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For the sssays sewvural broad critutia are dupyisted.
The essays {n *he upper two bands of the five-point mar-
kiny scale (see below! should de "good” as to coheteace
(2), diction and vocabulary, bhaving few errors o7
orthography and verk inflection. Furthetmore the essays
have to be i{n accordance with the wording of the task
given,

The essays in Lhe aid gréup are ac with bdele-
what lower standard as to coherence., diction, worabu-
lary, errors of orthography and verb {inflection: scee
naive formulations and a relativeiy short answer. The
criteria for the low group &re wmore {indirect; & very
short essay will not reCeive good marks and an other-
wise medium essay should not be lowsred score than omne
step in the marking if the student has not written the
essay part of the exam. For the lowest mark the cri-
terion is communicative; the essay would not be under-
atood 1f performed orally.

By suy of conirast, tha oral exam consists of a
combination taken out of a :iist of four subtests
{HAndbok for stoien, del III)s

-reading of a passage from & known “ext followed by
conversation about the text from which the passage
is taken

~-free conyersation about everyday topics

-reading of a short, unknown text followed by compre-
hension questions

-conversation about an unknown text read alowd by the
teacher (the internal examiner!®

Certain students from two counties are selected to
sit for the oral exam in English every yYear. This wednc
that the proportion of students sitting for the oral is
much lower than the proportion sitting for the written
exam {cf. Table S below!.

There is one sxternal examinir for each student, amd
each team of examiners evaluates tne perforsance of some
20 students. In the marking regulations the emphas'l 18
explicitly on the students’ ability to carry on & Ionh-
versation. which is wmore important than her/his Pro-
nunciattion and intonation. The requlationas do, here as
well, have a communicative element.

Statistics as to the distribution of subtests are
only available for written exams. In the following
ssction I shall concentrate on the written exam. supple-
menting scme statistics and survey data that are rcele-
vant also for the oral.

The norm-referenced part of the evaluation criteria
is quite i{ndirect. National r~tandardized tests ({n the
structuralist-psychometric traditiun (8Spolsky) have
since 1962-63 been offered on an optional Dbasis as one

8
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element Juiding the teachers’ achievement wmarking. This
systes is used by 80-90 Per cent of th® s hools :(OMI
report No. 20, p. 18), Although no nora is given for the
national exam, it may be assumed that these tests have
long-range effects on individual teacher sarking both
because of taeir long tradition and because of their
widespread 1se (for further evidence, see Table 5 be-
low!. The weight of the test i3 said to equal one double-
lesson school test. The marks are to be normally distri-
buted (3 is the top mark - "particularly good"- and Lg

is the hottom mark - "little of positive value");
S M G Ng Lg
++ + / - --
4% 24% 48% 4% X

Let us lcok at the ‘haracteristics of the written
EYL exam durirg the l:st five vyears. The distribution
of subtests is presented in Table 4.

Tsble 4. Distribution of auhtests in recent FFL written
REARG .,

isso -8l ‘82 ‘83 ‘B4

-~open-ended comprehension

questions 4 X X -
“true/false items X - - X
~text-based questions/

answers X X X X X
-story/dialogue completions - - - - X
-vocabulary test X - X XX X
~cloze/ fill-in-the-blank X - X X XX
-transformations and

paraphrases X X - - -
-sentence completions - - X - -

i
i
1
]
El

-~text-based free comments
~expression of selected
langquage functions - -
-letters/ postcards X X
CRERAY () Qut of 4-6 tasks) P4 X X

t
=3
P< 1

The distribution of subtests clearly indicatec

that the average number of subtests is larger tian four.
Furthermore, several subtests t'arv are not included
in the officia. list appear in the actual exass (eg.
transformations and sentence completion) wuwhereas one
subtest is not used at all 1n the period studied (free
comments on a text). Two test tyec= have dominated the
«xams in the period in the Sense that they have been
used every year - making questions or answers to a text
and essay writing.

o 9
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The frequency of the former subtest calls fo¥ a
comment. The most likely explanation for this perbaps
unexpected pattern 1is suggested in A& eritical study
by Simensen (1979). Gn the basis of a lengitudinnl study
of EFL curriculum development and eXARS she concluded
that several aspects of the exAm tradition might be
questioned when related to the official curritula. One
such aspect is the prepondsrance of items whert the ostu-
dents are only trained to answer given quastiena wash in
real-11fe commnication they also awed to be oble to ask
questions. An inspection of the exam tasks in the pétriod
under study shows that it is in fact this aspect that 1s
enphasized; this subtest in all cases following
gimensen’'s report asks the student to nake estions
that are relevant to a given text or situat on,

In Simensen’s (1979) study the suspicion “hat some
subtests may not discriminate well was also expressed.
She furthersore suggested that the use of weta-l
and discrete-point tests of grammar should bes aboliabed.
In the period under study it appears that there has
been an increase in the nusber of suotests where two
versions differing in difficulty (eg. in that one sub-
tust is guided where a simflar subtast 1s npot or that
the marking ¢f one subtest takes accuracy in*o account
whera the othe: doss not) are used.

In the period after Siaensen’s study w0 subtests
have relisd on metalinguistic knowledge. sowsver te <one
extent discrete-point tests of grammar have still Dbeen
used, but not since 1982, It aay be justified to conclu-
de that one positive aspect of the Norwegian system 1is
i{ts ability to take cutside criticism into consideration.

One point that s not taken into consideration;
nowever, is Simensen’s criticim of the written lan-
guage bias in the system. This bias demonstrates itself
in the distridbution of written and oral emms in the
period under study. Table % presents both this distridbu-
tion and the distribution of marks in the four-year pe-
riod ovetween 1980 and 1383 (the data from 1984 are not

yat available).

Marks 8 | G g Ly
** + / - --

Horms 4% 488 48% 24% 4%

Achievemant BAIKS!

1980 (n=61.648) 2,91 31.11 40.46 23.40 2.12

1981 (n=64.329) 3.26 130.87 40.712 23.02 2.12

1982 (n=65.89%) 3,24 31.32 40.51 22.78 2.18
1983 (n=65.213) 3.18 31.72 40.70 22.3% 2.05
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Nritten exans
fall students {n
ll!!n_ﬁQun&iﬁll
1980 (ne2s 01;

=3g. 2y 3.40 22.73 43.%1 25.7% 4.61
1981 (ne=2¢.975%

~40.2%) 1.99 23.73 44.12 13.80 4.30
1982 (ne22,.33)

=35.6%) 2.9% 21.%87 44.67 25.70 5.10
1983 (ne21.6%7

=31, 9%} 2.96 23.20 44.96 24.76 4.11
Oral exams;
(apwe Students {p

)

1980 (n=1.263

=]1.3%; 8.9% 41.41 34.60 14.33 0.71
1381 (n=2.043

*3.0%) 6.22 48... 33.72 11.%0 0.34
1982 (n=1.3390

=1.9%) 6.77 40.98 J6.99 14.96 9.30

1981 (ne1,264
ML%

Tha table Bakes 1t abunduntly Clear that the writ-
ten exam dominates vhen seen in relation to the oral
exan. Hhereas between 30 and 40 per cent of the atu-
dents gjt for the vritten exam evVery year, only two
to three por cent of ¢ e students it for the oral.
Tha individual student may thus for a13 practical Purpo-
B€s count on not having to 8it for “he orai. This back-
wash effect 14 serious when telated to the official cyr-

The distribution of marks for both achievement
and written exan ijg surprisingly Close to the normal
distribution Suggested {n the fegqulations, Particularly
80 for the Written exam. In the achievement marks there
is a weak tendency to avoid using the extreme wmarks,
1here 1g alas a wveak tendency to 8kew the marks toward
the positive end of the Scale, and the Curve is genera]-
iy somewhat flatter than of!lcially fuggested. St{)}
thare sesns to be good reason to Assume 5 rolativoly
Btrong indirect effect of the standardized teats even if
& normal distribution is no longer Presupposea 1ip the
adapted goal-ieferenced evaluation. For the oral *xam.
however, the effect igx not 8trong. Here about half of
the students are found in the Upper two bands.

On the basig of thias Rateria}l I would 1like :g re-
turn to the question of Leacher disc ntent with the
Joals exag corr-spondence. Adtitiona] Arta are Presented
in Table + Here the tearhers were anked if they think

o BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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that sach of a number of areas 18 given the Pight ~wapha-
sis in the prasent exam system.

vable 6. Relative emphasis on skills and knowledde in
the present sxar system. EFL taachers’ views. Weighted

and adjusted {requancies (n=133},
alternatives central tendency
.« dispersion
too tou
wuch 1ittle
smphasig ------vece-me - sis
] 4 3 2 1 ™ s
4 ] 8 | ]

-written 19.6 34.4 34.2 11.2 00.6 3.617 .%4%
skills

-oral

skills 00.0 ¢1.0 31.9 30.9 36.3 1.944 .09
-cultural

knowledge 00.0 0%5.5 39.4 43.2 11.9 2.382 .787
-1inguirtic

_knowleoe 00,7 04,2 70.4 20,6 04.1 2.060 624

Thare 1s & sajor 4discrepancy between thé evilu-
ation of written and oral skills $n the teacher mate-
rial, Mritten skills «re generally seen as having ‘oo
ruch emphasis in the EYXL exam, wWWreas oral okille
are seen as having too 1ittle emphasis. In fact more
than a third of the tsachers feel that oral skills are
given far too little emphasis. Tha median ie as low as
1.994, indica%ing that this problem has consideradle
intsnsity (3). At this point it seems reasonadle to sus-
pect that at least one major causs of teacher discontent
has besn located.

The table also indicates that the cultural aspects
of EFL are given too 1littls weight. As to 1linguistic
knowledgs the nsutral =nid category is chosen Dby as
many as 70.4 per cent of the teachers. In the Norwegian
curriculum linguistic knowledge is dsemphasized, ard 1in
recsnt sxams it has not besn tssted in an explicit man-
nse. It 1s interesting to note that so many teachsrs are
satisfivd with the exzam in this rsspect. The standard
Aeviation for this variabls 1is lower than for any other
variabls we have analyzsd so far. In other words thers
is both roneidsrabls satiefaction and Aagresment among
ths teachers on this question.

Me have alrsady to some sxtent considered the back-
wash effsct of tle sxam. In a broader perspective diffs-
rsnt subtssts say; bs cvaluated as tu thsir wmotivational
sffect on students. In ths national survsy the student
rsspondsnts wers asked about likas and dislikss as to
sslecteu test types.
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Table 7. Mritien EFL test forms ranked according to
grade 9 students: Preferences. Weighted and ad justed
LJ

alternatives central tendency
and disperz:on
like ----o . ____ uislike
3 1 Md L]
b & ] % ]

mpre. .nsion

juestions 12.4 41.2 30.6 12.% 03.2 3.590 V371
f111-in-trg-

blank 15.3 33,3 40.3 08.4 0l.6 3.477 .06 |
qrammar

Questions 08.9 12.1 32.4 1.8 15,1 2.604 1.139

free tGsay 24.3 23.4 24.6 16.3 11.4 3.407 1.312
Plrure-baged

ensay 08.9 23.7 36.¢ 18.7 12.1 3.028 1.12¢
Narrative

essay 09.3 20.2 27.6 24.6 1.7 1.7%¢ 1.2
eYpository

essay 04.0 11.3 30.8 32.4 21.5 Z.380 l1.070
descriptive

From the students’ point of view the essay part g
the least popular. Dilcrgtc»point grammar Questions
are the only exception to this Pattern. poth comprehen-
Sion questiong to a given text and subtests of the f11)-
in-the->lank lype (including cloze) are generally w)}

thought or,

Essays are not popular. However, the large dig-
Persion both between ang within €58ay types indicate
coneiderable disagreement among the Studentsg. Free
€88ays (vhere che individual student chooses her own
topic) are generally wel) thought of, There are alsn
groups of atudents who l1ike other éssay types.

In order to conclude the datg Section I woylg like
to put th question of piy -ability testing within the
larger contert of lixod-&bxlity teaching. Ip 4 confe-
rence of testing we aight easily forget tha* there are
other and Perhaps even more Problematic arsas to copn-
sider, The teachecr questionnaires contained a section
whete the teachers were asked ¢o evaluate the,, own

e e
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Table §. BFL teachers’ oewvaluation ¢ Sheir own
teacher training. Meighled and adjusted frequencies
(n="191).

alternatives contral tendency
and dispersion
very ary
own Qqood -m--ec-e-=-e~-= bhad
training s 4 3 2 1 m [
ss to: L ] ] ~ L
L.owledge 35.8 38.6 16.8 03.8 00.0 4.230 .888
skills 29.4 41.2 24.9 04.4 00.0 4.001 .081
eveluation 08.9 09.9 36.0 22.9 2%.2 2.993 1.147
differenti-

It 1s evident that most teachers in *“he present
sample are very well satisfied with Doth the skills
and knowleGge aspects of their own training, With the
more pedagogicsl aspects of their training, howsver,
the picture 1is different. Furtherwore there 1is & clear
difference between evsluation and differentiation 1in
the data. Evaluation is a relatively aild problem aftsr
all in this context. Differentiation is a such morw se-
riour problem. This result is just oe of several 1in
the votal survey meterial which suguests that from the
tvachers’ point-of -view mixed-ability teuching is a far
more serious problem in EFL than mixed-ahility evalu-
ation.

4 Concluding remarks

Ia the prasent papor I have trfed to combime data
from 4 national evaluation system with data from people
working in the systya. I think it ¢ a fair conclusion
after ten Years of nixed-ability teaching and testing
that such syetems &re quite possible to implement. Soma
sspects of these systeoms, as noted in this paper,
sctually seem to work well.

It alsc seems justified to ¢oncluda that when we
choose to settle for s mixed-ability system we are nmnt
tsking an easy way out as far ss the organization of FEFL
1s conterned. The system has its problems, particulsry
in prac*ic~l teaching. These are going to be s conti-
nuing challange for reascarchsrs and teache - trainers

for & long time after the implementstion 2y d-abili-
ty teaching and ‘' - "ng.
Haas®rup (this seminar) has Guest: the con-

struct vslidity of the Danish oral exaa 1r relation to
*he notion of communi: ‘tive competence. This reservation
18 probably justified both for the orsl and written
exims in Norway. Here, the central probles sears to ba
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establishing both theoretically well-founded and precise
definitions of central but vague terms ]ike €. ‘cohe-
rence’ (cf. footnote 2.

In Norway the communicative paradigm was pnot well
established at the time wvhen {ts curriculus was desi-
gned. It is to be sxpected that the 1988 revision of
«he teaching guide w211 change the baasic non-comsmunica-
tive skills orientation into a wmore communicative one,
This 1s hopefully going to lead to changes also in tes-
ting. In this connection, the material I have presented
sSeems to call first for a reorientation in the direction
of oral skiils. It B2y also be hoped that the cul -
tural aspects of foreign language teaching and lear-
ning will be emphasized a0ore. Coamunicative competence
ia, after all, not simply a question of skill,

Notes

1 The statistics were produced by an old version of
SP35 which doex ot cowpute percentiles.

2 It 18 significant to note that this tera is not
treated systematically in tecrner training,
teaching materials or actual teaching. At the
University of Trondhein's Departaent of Applied
Linguistics research is in progress to investi-
gate students’ written performance at the dis-
course-level. The research is based on the
Trondheia Corpus of Applied Linguistics
(Evensen 1982b), which consists of compositior;
written by the 229% students who took part in
the national survey. A central aim of the re-
search is to Calry out perforsance analyses to
find correspondences hatveen i(non-) use of
discourse-level features and holistic tea:her
evaluation in different grades. Preliminary
Tesults from cxploratory stud.es are reported
in (Evensen (in Press) and in Evensen (forth-.),

3 Considering both the well-known error of centrl
tendenzy icf. egq. Oppenhein 1956) and the fact
that the measuring scals has only five gteps, «
sedian of 1,994 ig very low indeed.
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