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Abstract

In this paper, we aim to introduce Life-LanguagestTas a new concept in the field of
language testing, drawing on recent trends ini#ld 6f English language teaching. To
do so, we try to explain ways in which languagdirigsprofessionals can revise and
devise tests for measuring both learners’ langyagéciency and other issues which
are of prime importance in their life. We first clutt a historical review of prominent
language proficiency models which have formed thsidfor devising language tests;
next, we discuss the theory of Applied ELT, as vesllits related nomenclature, which
stresses the promotion of learners’ quality of iifeEnglish language classes. Finally,
we propose Life-Language Model of Proficiency whishan extension of previous
models. After providing evidence supporting the stact validity of life-language
tests, we contend that language testing is now epeugh for a broader view of
assessment which would include related issues @tbr@r disciplines. We further argue
that language testing has a lot to offer to otheciplines and that language testers
should adopt new roles as Educational Languagesiest
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1. Introduction

It is a commonplace to say that the way we tegjuage skills is of high importance in language
teaching and learning. That is, language teachersld be able to assess what learners already
know or what they might have learned during indtaucas well as how to determine learners’
areas of strength and weakness; this way, teadagrgevise, adapt or change their teaching
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techniques. Therefore, it is important to know whaanguage test should tap. Not surprisingly,
much of such a decision as to what should be ieduor excluded in a language test relies
highly on language testers’ conception of langyagpéciency.

In the field of language testing, various model$aoiguage proficiency have been proposed: the
discrete-point approach (Lado, 196the integrative and pragmatic orientations (Oller, 1978);
functional language testing (Farhady, 1980, 1982; Upshur, 1979); communicative competence
model (Canale & Swain, 1980); language competence model (Bachman, 1990); and interactional
competence model (Kramsch, 1986). These models treguéted various assumptions about the
anatomy of language, types of instruments, andacitenistics of examinees, all of which are
mainly concerned with assessing learners’ langabggy per se.

However, due to the interdisciplinary nature of theglish language teaching field and
based on the axioms of Applied ELT, which has besently proposed by Pishghadam (2011)
to illustrate the contributions of ELT to otherdidines, there seems to be an urgent need for the
reexamination and expansion of the variables iredudh language tests. To put this more
specifically, we argue that language testers ameerd to become Educational Language
Testers who take into account not only the esdelatiguage elements but also those of other
disciplines which are the relevant and vital aspedft learners’ lives. We propose the Life-
Language Model of Proficiency as an expansion evipus models to be followed and Life-
Language Test as an expanded type of test to hesedieand used in the future by professionals
in the field of language testing.

In this paper, we first provide the readers withistorical account of the most prominent
models of language proficiency and their appligaito the field of language testing and discuss
the shortcomings of various definitions of theseadais. We further discuss principles of Applied
ELT, Life Syllabus, and English for Life Purposesdaargue that professionals in the field
should transcend the development of language-adis tand devise and apply what might be
called Life-Language Tests. This can be a new rekdame which may help evaluate learners’
language ability alongside other life skills. Figalwe evaluate the construct validity of such
tests in light of the theory of Applied ELT and gian example of this type of test in which both
language-related and life-related issues are medsur

2. A Historical Review of Language Proficiency M odels

Several definitions of language proficiency emergem the relevant literature. These
definitions, according to North (2000), have beespired by advancements in linguistics and
sociolinguistics such as Chomsky’s (1965) lingeaistbmpetence as well as Hymes’ (1972) and
Canale and Swain’s (1980) communicative competence.

Largely inspired by the structuralist view of laage which stresses the divisibility of
language components, Lado (1961) conceived of Egguas a system of communication
comprising various components such as phonemeghames, phrases, clauses and sentences.
Lado’s skills and components model of languageltedunew language tests which incorporated
several testlets measuring disaggregated languagpanents.

However, Lado’s model, later known as discrete-papproach, was criticized by Oller
(1978) on the grounds that the isolated concepdioth measurement of language components
would not account for the wholistic nature and itgabf language. Also known as Unitary
Competence Hypothesis (UCH), Oller's (1983) intdgea model regarded language as an
integration of language skills and components. Swmiception of language proficiency has led
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to the development of three major types of langutes including cloze, dictation, and
pragmatic tests. Nonetheless, Oller's model seetmagnore communication as an important
component of language.

The linguistic and integrative models of languagefipiency were replaced by a more
communicative approach to language ability (Cagatwain, 1980). Unlike previous models in
which grammatical competence was given priorityn&a and Swain (1980) followed Hymes’
(1966, 1972) resistance to Chomsky's (1965) o#etityet limiting definition of language
proficiency; they proposed communicative competenghich comprises three major
components: a) grammatical competence, b) sociobtig competence, and c) strategic
competence. Their model was then enriched by viofuadding to the previous framework a
discourse component including cohesion and coheréBanale, 1983). However, the model
seemed to ldca firm theoretical foundation; as Farhady (2005) has argued, even native speakers
of a language might not be able to fully mastercalhponents of the competence. In contrast to
Canale and Swain (1980), Bachman (1990) and Baclama®almer (1996) considered strategic
competence to be separate from language competenather words, strategic competence was
denied to be one of the four elements of languamyepetence. By contrast, it was argued to
interact with individuals’ personal characterist{ésr example, age, sex, native language, etc.),
topical or real-world knowledge, and affective gula¢a. These components might facilitate or
hinder learners’ effective use of language andst performance. Bachman’s (1990) conception
of language ability, therefore, comprises two comgrds: language competence (including
organizational knowledge and pragmatic knowledga] atrategic competence (or a set of
metacognitive strategies which help language leareagage in goal setting, assessment and
planning).

A revised communicative competence model was pexpas a dynamic model wherein
an interaction exists among various componentscézlurcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell, 1995).
Celce-Murcia et al. (1995) argued that listing @mponents without taking into account the
interrelations and interactions among them is symgsl oversimplification. Accordingly, they
stressed the significance of “discourse competemeeie than any other aspect of language
proficiency. For example, Celce-Murcia, Dornyei,dafhurrell, 1997 argued that “the
component in which (or through which) all the otlmympetencies must be studied—and
ultimately assessed—if one is concerned with comoative competence, which is not a
hierarchical system of discrete competencies ditiabi but a dynamic, interactive construct”
(Celce-Murcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell, 1997, p. 145).

This model also encourages the contextual usengukge tests, stating that learners’
academic performance can be influenced by theilosadtural capabilities which refer to the
degree of awareness, on the part of interlocutdr)e social conventions and values as well as
learners’ knowledge of the norms, beliefs and v&lokethe target community (Celce-Murcia et
al., 1995). Such conception of language proficieaeyl its operationalization in language
testing, as McNamara (2000) points out, makes guiage test appear more as a test of identity
rather than a test of language proficiency.

In 1986, Kramsch proposed an “interactional commpet& model which views language
proficiency as “an ability to process and negotidite intended meaning, anticipate listener’s
response and possible misunderstanding, clarifysoon and others’ intentions and finally
arrive at a communicative decision” (as cited intdMiebzadeh & Baghaee Moghaddam, 2011,
p. 5). According to Kramsch (1986), successfulrextgon is the result of a dynamic confluence
of a “shared knowledge of the world” and a “sphafrenter-subjectivity” which are built through
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collaborative efforts among all participants in isbénteraction. Nonetheless, there have been
controversies surrounding the construct validitytests devised based on this model, since it
considers competence in terms of a shared knowlashgeng interactional partners; for example,
as Fulcher & Davidson (2007) argued, competencaatdre attributed to a single individual. In
other words, it would be burdensome, if not impblesi to separate each interlocutor's
idiosyncratic language ability in a communicativecleange as well as their capability to
demonstrate the relevant skills in handling a cosatton. Similarly, Nunn’s (2005) model of
language proficiency highlights the communities which individual members apply
competence, hence the name International Commuredabmpetence (ICC).

In all, examining the history of language profiaggrwould reveal numerous definitions
of the term, each of which has made alterationsstpredecessor in order to enhance the way
language assessors measure learners’ ability ttangaeage, with the most recent models being
more comprehensive and sophisticated than theseanlbdels. However, these recent outlooks
should be further expanded by the promise of a newdel which has been built upon the
doctrines of a new paradigm in second/foreign laggustudies, i.e. Applied ELT.

3. Educational Language Testing: Life-Language Test

Lately, the theory of Applied ELT (Educational Laragje Testing), proposed by Pishghadam
(2011), has been on the leading edge of researstcond/foreign language studies. Pishghadam
(2011) argues that the ELT field has gained anpeddent and super-ordinate status among
other domains of knowledge. This advancement emabléo be applied to and enrich other
disciplines. Due to the interdisciplinary nature EifT, professionals in language testing, like
those involved in syllabus design and materialsettgament (Pishghadam & Zabihi, 2012) as
well as language learning and teaching (Pishgha&latabihi, in press) and teacher education
(Pishghadam, Zabihi, & Norouz Kermanshahi, 2012)ul benefit from paying due heed to the
multidisciplinary nature of language. That is, laage assessors would need to measure various
issues from other disciplines (e.g., creativitytical thinking, emotional intelligence, anxiety,
and so on) which are involved in, and which magdiy or indirectly influence the way learners
use language or perform on language tests. Figupeedents the theory and application of
Applied ELT to other domains.

Figure 1. The Theory of Applied ELT.
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As Figure 1 shows, the theory of Applied ELT hassesl several changes in: a) language
teaching, b) syllabus design (Pishghadam & Zal#8i,2), and c) language teacher education
(Pishghadam, Zabihi, & Norouz Kermanshahi, 2012nduage testing might be added to these
three fundamental elements. In the following paapgs, we first try to briefly delineate the first
three parts of the diagram and evaluate the palempplications of Applied ELT in the field of
language testing. We further examine the fact lraguage testers can exchange feedback with
scholars of the field of English language teaching.

First, language teaching has benefitted from thetteof the Applied ELT theory in the
sense that the theory has helped the ELT pracatitsooenter their attention on the importance of
enhancing life skills in ELT classes, granted ttiese classes have unique features of which
other classes are mostly deprived (Pishghadam,)2Uh&refore, in line with the principles of
Education for Life (Walters, 1997) as well as thaseHuman Development Paradigm (Haq,
1995; Nussbaum, 2000; Saith, 2001; Sen, 1989, 1990, 1993, 2002) and Humanistic Education
(Dewey, 1897; Freire, 1998; Krishnamurti, 1981; Walters, 1997), the field of ELT has been
narrowed down to include English courses speclficdlesigned for enhancing life skills
(Pishghadam & Zabihi, in press). English for Lifarposes (ELP) covers a broad range of life
skills to deal within ELT classes including motiwet to learn, emotional intelligence, critical
thinking ability or creativity, learners’ anxietyeuroticism, and depression or burnout.

Second, Pishghadam and Zabihi (2012) reiteratederna about the consideration of life
issues in ELT classes by introducing the notionLdé Syllabus, arguing that the ELT
professionals should include the aspects whichofugreat importance in learners’ lives in the
ELT curriculum, so that these aspects are pre-stbedio be improved alongside learners’
language proficiency. The application of AppliedTEto the field of syllabus design has thus
called for a change of focus in designing syllatsas the current linguistic syllabi to life syllabi
in ELT classes and a shift towards the use of thelyndesigned syllabus and the creation of a
fully-developed language learner as a “whole pefsds Pishghadam and Zabihi (2012) have
pointed out, it is high time to shift the focus BLT from the linguistic theories to a life-
changing status, and one possibility is that Ijabi should be incorporated into the ELT
curriculum.

Third, the theory has implications for the field ddnguage teacher education
(Pishghadam, Zabihi, & Kermanshahi, 2012). Thattle theory has made educators help
teachers proactively construct and promote theuwcBtional Identity. Therefore, the language
teachers’ identity has been expanded to help thesorbe Educational Language Teachers; that
is to say, language teachers should go beyond itgpdanguage per se and extend their
knowledge of other disciplines so that they canphlkdarners develop as whole-person
individuals; this would indicate the need for thevelopment of appropriate teacher training
courses.

Finally, in the case of language testing, the aareent of our goal to become
Educational Language Testers requires that weotgntlerstand and measure the psychological,
emotional, and social needs of learners (througéfeladesign of Life-Language Tests) and, as a
result, share some impressions and feedback tegwmiohals in other domains of the field of
ELT such as language teaching and syllabus desiym ave responsible for designing and
implementing appropriate syllabi. Hence, there #thalearly be a kind of interaction among
different domains of ELT. The dilemma in languagsting would therefore become how to
measure the life issues which have been includethentopics, functions, and tasks already
integrated into our life syllabi and ELP textbooks.
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Having received the necessary washback from larguagts, as Educational Language
Teachers, we should include activities in our clam®s that have real world applications to
other disciplines of knowledge and, more generatiyiearners’ lives. Moreover, language tests
may result in several modifications and adaptati@gsrding instructional programs or teaching
practices. It requires that language teacher edigadevise appropriate teacher training courses
to help teachers acquire disciplinary knowledgethis way, the content and quality of both life
and language elements included in the newly dedi¢greguage tests can be enhanced. That is,
unlike the previous models of language proficieneflose focal concern has been the
measurement of language skills and knowledge per se (e.g., Bachman, 1990; Bachman &
Palmer,1996; Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1966; Lado, 1961; Oller, 1983), language testers
should become enabled to simultaneously measugudae proficiency alongside issues of
primary concern in learners’ life such as crititahking and creativity.

For this to happen, we believe, language assesbordd take on a more critical role to
become Educational Language Testers in the seasthtty would need to view language testing
as a more interdisciplinary field. That is, theyusld incorporate issues from other disciplines
into the process of language test design. Thismpéperefore, seeks to expand previous models
of language proficiency by offering a new framewdok language use in life, particularly in
relation to the development of a more comprehent&st in part because a language learners’
full potential, by definition, may not be complgtaetaptured by a language-only test and thus
cannot be simply defined in terms of language preficy descriptors or levels. Therefore,
inspired by the assumptions of Applied ELT, we stjlgy recommend that language testers
should become enabled to go beyond language testioggh expanding their interdisciplinary
knowledge of ELT. Our concluding remark in thistsat is that language testing should bring
up testers whose role has been extended to beciprdfiboth in language-related and
interdisciplinary issues.

The application of the Applied ELT theory to theelfi of language testing will
necessarily change the goal of language asses$roentn language-only type of measurement
to the incorporation of useful aspects of learndigs into a comprehensive test which
underpins practical life issues as well as langturatged issues, hence the name ‘Life-Language
Test'. In this way, testing professionals can bdreatew life into the field of language testing by
virtue of taking an educational outlook to assesgnmand measurement procedures. In the
upcoming sections, we try to establish the lifeglzaige model of proficiency and substantiate
the construct validity of life-language tests ighli of the theory of Applied ELT.

4. Establishing a Life-Language M odédl of Proficiency

As discussed above, language testers are expectel fgroficient both in language-related and
interdisciplinary issues. These testers would therable to test language proficiency alongside
several issues from other disciplines which mayome way or another, affect learners’ lives.
Consequently, our proposed view considers languesters as educational language testers--
professionals who have been qualified in asseslsinguage and relevant issues from other
disciplines and have become competent enough tigrdegat we have referred to as Life-
Language Tests.

The model we would like to propose comprises elémffom both spheres of life and language,
and is called life-language model. Simply put, thedel considers proficiency in light of the
theory of Applied ELT and, as a result, requirest tanguage testers incorporate items which tap
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language proficiency as well as life quality atitdss, for example, critical thinking ability of
language learners. Considering the fact that fiféhis sense is a vast area and includes several
life skills pertaining to a variety of disciplinegher than language learning such as psychology,
sociology, neurology, and computer, and that ehesd areas, say psychology, includes several
sub-disciplines such as, among other factors,petsonal relationships, ways of thinking, social
and emotional intelligence, self-confidence, antoal thinking, we shall take only one of these
sub-disciplines and try to incorporate it into fr@cess of language test design. Therefore, in
order to elaborate the application of Applied EldTlanguage testing, we try to operationalize
our proposed life-language model of proficiency &mdesign part of a sample life-language test
intended to measure both language proficiency aititat thinking. In order to make this
happen, we should meticulously identify the différareas of language knowledge and critical
thinking ability. According to Bachman & Palmer @8), language knowledge encompasses two
broad areas: organizational knowledge (consistingrammatical and textual knowledge) and
pragmatic knowledge (consisting of functional andiglinguistics knowledge) (see Appendix,
part 1). Critical thinking (see Appendix, part B)) the other hand, comprises five broad areas
including: drawing inferences, recognizing assubmj argument evaluation, deductive
reasoning, and logical interpretation (Watson & $8ta 1980). To give but one example of a
Life-Language Test to be designed by prospectiveca&ibnal language testers, we suggest a
sample item which can be developed for the simatiae measurement of learners’ both
language proficiency and one or two life-relatesliess. In the following example, the ESL/EFL
learners are expected to read a short note alsméraingly improbable event and then figure out
and give reasons as to how the event could haveehnag. The following example is about a girl
who is on a sea voyage from Hawaii to New Zealand:

While relaxing on the deck outside her cabin ormarser evening, Vivian fell into a deep
trance-like sleep. When she awoke, she felt asdftead slept only an hour or two, but it
was now the middle of winter (Camilli, 2008).

The reason for such an unlikely happening can ke Wivian has fallen asleep on the
deck of a ship right prior to the ship crossing ¢loiator _ the border line between two opposite
seasons. She went to sleep north of the equatsurimmer while still in Hawaii and woke up
after two hours south of the equator in the wintbile in New Zealand. (It is important to note
that the distance between Auckland, New Zealand Hadolulu, Hawaii is 7057 km/4385
miles).

As the aforementioned example shows, the learnerddabe required to expose their
creativity and critical thinking abilities throughe medium of a second/foreign language; that is
to say, they have to activate their creativity dndical thinking, and reflect upon their
background knowledge, in order to discuss, in #nget language, the reasons for the occurrence
of such an improbable event, hence the simultanemessurement of language proficiency as
well as two aspects of life, i.e. critical and ¢neathinking abilities.

5. An Interpretive Argument for the Use of Life-Language Tests
Although many scholars have expressed serious nmedout the indefiniteness of the process

of test validation (Campbell, 1995; Cronbach, 1995; Fiske, 1995; Meehl, 1995), the use of a test
for a particular purpose should go through a thghoualidation endeavor and should thus be
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defensible from several sources of evidence. Thdeage-based validation was originally
proposed in Cronbach’s (1980) work; it was further developed by Kane (1992, 2006, 2012),
Mislevy (2004), and Bachman (2011). This model aitosjustify the use of language
assessments by articulating an Assessment Use &ArguiAUA). An AUA provides a rationale
for the decisions that are made in developing & eéslanguage as well as a conceptual
framework for justifying the intended uses of assgants. Different parts of an AUA include:

a) Claims statements about the intended interpretationsiaed of test performance;

b) Data: information based on which the claims were made;

c) Warrants statements which justify the claims;

d) Rebuttals statements about other possible outcomes or gaesees that are articulated

in the claims; and
e) Backing:evidence to support the claims/warrants.

5.1. Claims

In this paper, we have made attempts to draw tieatain of language assessment professionals
to the theory of Applied ELT which is anchored e tbelief that promoting learners’ life skills
should be taken seriously in ELT classes. The thetaims that ELT has already gained an
independent status and, therefore, it should nabsidered a part of linguistics anymore. That
is, it should abandon the traditional linguistidlalyuses which are typically used in ELT.
Therefore, the goal of the ELT profession shouldd#y to include useful aspects of learners’
lives in the ELT curriculum to be enhanced. Accogly, the consequences of using life-
language tests and of the decisions that are maskdlon them will be beneficial for the society
in general, and for language learners and langteayghers, in particular. Moreover, language
learners and instructors are the stakeholders wthbavaffected by these decisions. Besides, the
interpretations about language ability are clain@dbe meaningful with respect to the course
syllabus.

5.2. Data

Although only a few studies have been done to emantine potentiality of ELT classes to
enhance learners’ life skills, these studies hawwiged some disciplines such as psychology
with valuable implications to promote some psychalal constructs such as learnecstical
abilities (Pishghadam, 2008gmotional intelligencgHosseini, Pishghadam, & Navari, 2010),
and national/cultural identities(Pishghadam & Saboori, 2011). In the process sfgiéng a
Life-Language Test, it seems that incorporatingyleage learners’ characteristics such as self-
esteem, motivation, critical thinking, and emotibmdelligence into the process of test design
can strengthen the measurement procedure. It seeassthat, if we put these issues from the
two areas of language and life together, we getaanable idea of what the Life-Language Test
actually entalils.

5.3. Warrants
Warrants include the theoretical grounds of ourppeed framework for language test

development in the light of the Applied ELT theafyishghadam, 2011). The rationale for
Pishghadam’s proposal is that ELT classes enjograéunique features of which other classes
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are deprived. These features include, inter dtie,possibility for using activities which easily
lend themselves to pair-work and group-work, dismgsa large number of sociopolitical topics,
making comparisons between the cultural peculewitf learners’ native language and those of
the target language and allowing for learners’ egpion of their real selves through speaking in
an L2. These special features have representedcis§es as sites where different types of life
syllabus through which we teach language along wilter life skills such as critical thinking,
creativity, social intelligence, and emotional Ih¢ence should be adopted (Pishghadam &
Zabihi, 2012).

It is widely acknowledged that the improvement loéde life skills should be seriously
considered in educational settings (Goody, 2001; Larson & Cook, 1985; Matthews, 2006;
Noddings, 2003; Radja, Hoffmann, & Bakhshi, 2008; Spence, 2003). In many parts of the world,
life skills education form an essential part of gwhool curriculum with the aim of helping
students understand their own real selves, adjodt bocially and emotionally, and become
enabled to assess their abilities and potentialan@is, 2007). Moreover, through life skills
education learners can promote their decision ngagkills as well as their abilities to construct
positive values and self-concept and, thus, eramchmodify their contributions to the society in
which they live (Spence, 2003). Hence, the usefefldnguage tests would not only benefit
individual learners, but it would contribute to theciety. In effect, the use of life-language tests
in the L2 contexts would help language assess@sige those areas of life where learners need
more cultivation.

5.4. Rebuttals

Just as there are benefits to using life-languages t there might also be unintended detrimental
consequences, or rebuttals, of the decisions tleatrade. For the purpose of designing life-
language tests, first we must see what particuflarskill is going to be enhanced; then, we
should try to incorporate dimensions of this paitac life skill into the items on a language test.
For example, if language testers wish to measuaendes’ critical thinking and language
proficiency simultaneously, they are expected taistelanguage tests to tap critical thinking in
the guise of language test items. Accordinglye#rhers’ critical thinking is not assessed in an
implied manner, learners’ knowledge that theiricait thinking abilities are being measured by
the test might affect their performance. Moreovkere is the possibility that an abrupt shift
toward, and continued use of, life-language testy endanger the face validity of these tests
which, to a great extent, were previously centesadassessing language proficiency of the
learners. Or, the consequences of possession/desgsgn of life skills decisions about learners
will be detrimental for them, not to mention thegagve consequences of using inexperienced
language testers who lack knowledge of the waysutiit which these life skills can be
measured.

5.5. Backing

Testing professionals should empirically examire vhlidity of the uses and interpretations of
the scores of these tests in relation to the thedb@pplied ELT and, consequently, amend the
test items which are most in need of clarificatiemendation, or alteration. Of particular interest
in building the validity argument of life-languaggsts is the extent to which these life-language
tests do actually measure what the theory clainey tho. Similarly, test developers should
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investigate the extent to which scores from adé$ioth language knowledge and life skills can
be interpreted as indicators of test takers’ ahititthose domains. As a result, the psychometric
properties of the life-language test should be dablat carefully to confirm, or disconfirm,
whether a life-language test measures a postuldted language’ ability.

These properties are to be examined through tetegelationships between these tests
and measures of other constructs such as Bar OQ'qqlestionnaire and Torrance test of
creativity which the newly designed test is theioedly predicted to correlate with. Thus we
applaud efforts on the part of other interesteceasshers to bridge the gap between the
theoretical and empirical aspects of the validatbhfe-language tests and, at the same time, to
evaluate the utility and appropriateness of thererir language tests in the concurrent
measurement of language and life skills.

6. Sporadic Existing Examples: A Need for Constancy

In this section, we draw the readers’ attentiosdme existing instances of Life-Language Test
in which language and life are measured simultasigoWe believe that some parts of the
Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) and Scholastgegsment Tests (SAT)—standardized
tests primarily designed for assessing learneradiness to attend college in the US—are
consistent with the definition of Life-Language T&sAs a case in point, the analogy section of
GRE seems to measure both critical thinking andudage proficiency. The test items in this
section are vocabulary questions which typically leEarners’ understanding of the relationships
among words and ideas. Learners are provided wghiraof words and are supposed to select
another pair which is related in the same way. rEfetionship between the two words in the pair
may be, among many other possibilities, a synonycguse and effect or tool-worker
relationship. An example of such analogy questisrshown below:

FLAG: ENERGY:

o explore: insight

m falter: determination

o focus: strength

o kindle: enthusiasm

o bore: tedium (Green & Wolf, 2005, p. 10)

To answer this question, the examinee should krimaw when energy flags, it weakens or
grows less. Similarly, when a person’s determimafalters, it tends to weaken or grow less.
This type of question seems to invoke critical kinig on the part of learners in that they have to
reason and think reflectively in order to figure same sort of relationship between various sets
of seemingly unrelated ideas.

Moreover, the first section of SAT examinatiorss intended to test learners’ critical
reading ability. These items include sentence cetigyl and questions about reading passages
of various lengths. The major part of the criticmhding section in SAT examinations comprises
items concerning reading passages in which studeat$ texts on humanities, social sciences
and personal narratives and are asked to answestigue based on the reading passage. Some
sections contain texts requiring that the learoengare two related passages; this, in turn, seems
to measure learners’ critical thinking abilitiegnsidering the fact that critical thinking is the
cornerstone of critical reading.
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Therefore, it is clear how both language proficieaad psychological aspects of learners’
life, i.e., critical thinking, are measured via tdevelopment and administration of these two
standardized tests. However, even these examphe®iche regarded as perfect prototypes of a
Life-Language Test since they tap learners’ ciiititanking abilities only sporadically and
marginally. In other words, we cannot ascertain tivbe the GRE, SAT, and ACT capture
students’ full potentials. This is explicitly stdtdy testing agencies that strongly recommend
admissions committees consider other sources aferue as well. Even if they do measure
some life skills, GRE and SAT are designed forveatpeakers of English or highly proficient
second language (L2) learners at the graduate. [&éhelrefore, we argue that what we need in
educationallanguage testing is to design tests in which thr@ents and the exercises all center
their attention on the measurement of, say, ematkiantelligence or critical thinking of L2
learners as well as their language proficiency.

As earlier noted, we by no means mean that thdiegitests do not consider issues other
than language proficiency; rather, what we wishdovey is that we neembnstancyuniformity,
and regularity in designing such tests. Accordingly, commonly dugests of language
proficiency such as the Test of English as a Faréignguage (TOEFL) and the International
English Language Testing System (IELTS) ought tonoelified, not completely skipped out on,
due to the fact that these tests are specificabigighed to measure learners’ language
proficiency, and there seems to be a need thapritfessionals in the field of language testing
come to the scene and incorporate aspects of dtmeains of knowledge as variables to be
measured in forthcoming life-language tests.

7. Conclusions

Before reshaping language tests, it is necessadgnmonstrate what skills they fail to engage;
why it is important to engage the missing skilladahow such tests would be developed and
validated. Rather than presenting our model apkaeement for previous models, we suggest
that it is an extension of previous ways of thigkabout what needs to be assessed in language
use. Therefore, we do not intend to dispose ofuseful parts of other existing tests. In this
paper we made an attempt to expand the currenteptiization of tests of language
proficiency that has dominated literature for dexsad._argely inspired by the theory of Applied
ELT (Pishghadam, 2011), we represented a signifidaparture from the prevailing views in
language testing and argued that language assesshmrd go beyond the current phase in
which language is considered the sole variableetanieasured in a language program (Lado,
1961; Oller, 1978; Upshur, 1979; Farhady, 1980; Canale & Swain, 1980; Bachman, 1990;
Kramsch, 1986). We endorse a broader view of assgdsunder the rubrics of Educational
Language Testing which includes the important aspafcother disciplines as well.

Such an enterprise requires that language assestmpsa more critical role as Educational
Language Testens the sense that, based on thfe-Language Model of Proficienegtroduced
in this paper, they should enhance their knowlaafgather disciplines as well as their language
testing expertise in order to incorporate bendfi@apects of these disciplines into a
comprehensive test of ‘life- language’ which we referred to asfe-Language TestThe
proposed model comprises different abilities th&#rmuage learner should have in order to be
able to take a life-language test specifically gesd to measure both language proficiency and,
say, critical thinking.
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In this connection, language testers are expect@&hgage themselves in the critical act of
mixing life and language issues in appropriate wadscordingly, based on Bachman and
Palmer’'s (1996) language knowledge framework ands@/a and Glaser's (1980) critical
thinking appraisal, we discussed the areas whichildhbe measured in a sample life-language
test intended to measure learners’ both languagécigncy and critical thinking. We then
justified the use of life-language tests through #hnticulation of an Assessment Use Argument
(Bachman & Palmer, 2010).

Moreover, although there are some existing testh sas GRE and SAT which try to
measure life issues under the rubrics of languasgis,tthe issues which these tests deal with are
limited in number and are used either sporadiaadlynarginally. Therefore, as suggested, there
is a need forconstancyanddeliberationin designing such tests--a procedure which shbeld
followed with care and precision. For this to happee strongly recommend that life issues
should be taken into account in test design as catieer than peripheral, skills in which learners
are expected to achieve excellence. For exampigg¢atrthinking, which is an important
psychological trait, may be measured via the pra@sign and application of a test specifically
developed for the purpose of the concurrent assadsmf learners’ critical thinking and
language proficiency. Such a test may incorporatestions such as context, temporal order,
particular events, intentions, choices, meaningtdrdéscourse message), and telling (Fisher,
2003, cited in Jarvis, 2005) which tap languagenieis’ critical thinking, since they require that
the examinees disclose their critical thinking iéies through the use of an L2.

Nonetheless, the difference between teaching, ilegrand assessment is that unlike the
continual processes of teaching and learning, waeatacontinue assessment for a long period of
time. That is, assessment has logistic limitatiohlsat is why some of the innovations in
language testing such a@ynamic assessmehave not been implemented in high-stakes test
contexts. It seems to us that if future researdudes on the context ébrmative classroom
assessment, it may have its own merits, as thes igeasented here might also have great
potentials forassessments for learninVe hope that the ideas presented here are helpful
although we believe that the underlying importamissage would need to be further developed
and empirically evidenced.
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Appendix

Areas of a Sample Life-language Test (Part 1 adhfptan Bachman & Palmer, 1996)

1. Areas of Language Knowledge

1.1. Organizational knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are ogghniz
Grammatical knowledggow individual utterances or sentences are orgal)iz
Knowledge of vocabulary

Knowledge of syntax

Knowledge of phonology/graphology

Textual knowledgghow utterances or sentences are organized totixis)
Knowledge of cohesion

Knowledge of rhetorical or conversational organaat

1.2. Pragmatic knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are refatbh@ communicative goals of the
language user and to the features of the languseeaiting)
Functional knowledgéhow utterances or sentences and texts are refatéile communicative goals of
language users)

Knowledge of ideational functions
Knowledge of manipulative functions
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Knowledge of heuristic functions
Knowledge of imaginative functions

use setting)

Knowledge of dialects/varieties

Knowledge of registers

Knowledge of natural or idiomatic expressions

Knowledge of cultural references and figures ofespe

2. Areas of Critical Thinking Ability

2.1. Drawing inferences (how to evaluate the validity of inferences dravem a series of factual statements)
the ability to arrive at conclusions

the ability to evaluate the validity of inferendbat logically follow from the available evidence

the ability to evaluate all relevant informatiorfdre drawing a conclusion

the ability to judge the plausibility of differenbnclusions

the ability to select the most appropriate condusi

the ability to avoid overgeneralization beyond ¢v@ence

2.2. Recognizing assumptions (how to identify unstated assumptions or presupipos in a series of assertiy
statements)

the ability to discover information gaps

the ability to recognize assumptions in presematistrategies, plans, and ideas

the ability to be aware of assumptions and diremslyessing their appropriateness to the situation
the ability to evaluate the merits of a proposaliqy, or practice

weak or irrelevant to a particular question atégsu

the ability to analyze arguments objectively ancuaately

the ability to determine whether to believe argutaem act accordingly
the ability to overcome a confirmation bias

the ability to control emotions

2.4. Deductive reasoning (how to determine whether certain conclusions semély follow from the informatior
in given statements or premises)

the ability to move from theory to observationdindings

the ability to create a specific conclusion fromemeralization

the ability to properly identify the members oflass of things at issue

given data are warranted)
the ability to distinguish between strong and waajuments
the ability to distinguish between relevant andlgvant arguments
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Sociolinguistic knowledggow utterances or sentences and texts are relatie features of the language

e

2.3. Argument evaluation (how to distinguish between arguments that amngtand relevant and those that are

2.5. Logical interpretation (how to weigh evidence and decide if generalizetior conclusions based on the



