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Abstract

Modern teaching practices emphasize learner autonomy and learner-centered approaches to
language learning. Such teaching methods require corresponding assessment approaches. Self-
assessment is viewed as an assessment mode which matches modern learner-centered teaching
methodologies. However, the validity and reliability of self-assessments are not yet conclusively
established. This study aimed to provide validity and reliability evidence for self-assessments
among Iranian EFL university learners. The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR)
Self-Assessment Grid was translated into Persian and was given to a sample of Iranian
undergraduate students of English. A C-Test battery containing four passages was used as a
criterion for concurrent validation. Self-assessments of university EFL learners were examined for
internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Findings showed that while self-assessments are
highly reliable, they lack validity as evidenced by low correlations between components of the
self-assessment grid and the C-Test. The implications of the study for the application of self-
assessments in foreign language education are discussed.
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1. Introduction

Recent teaching methodologies focus on student-centered learning environments and evaluation
methods that are in tune with these sorts of teaching practices. Self-assessment (SA) as a
component of learner autonomy is a metacognitive tool that helps learners appraise and control
their learning process (Liu & Brantmeier, 2019) and is consistent with modern student-centered
teaching practices. It is an internal assessment that shows the level of learners’ abilities and skills
from their own perspective (Oscarson, 1989). A number of advantages have been listed for SA:
(1) it helps learners decide about their abilities and set goals for themselves (Chen, 2008), (2) it
enhances learners’ self-awareness of their progress in language learning, increases learners’
involvement and responsibility in the classroom (Ross, 2006), (3) it lifts the burden of assessment
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from the teachers’ shoulders (Ross, 2006), and (4) is motivating for the learners and promotes self-
efficacy (McMillan & Hearn, 2009).

Due to the reasons listed above, SA has been highlighted over the past decade as a
metacognitive tool. SA has been promoted by the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR), the European Language Portfolio (ELP), and the Bergen “Can-Do" project
(see Hasselgreen, 2000) as a method to assess language abilities. In Japan and South Korea, SA
has been implemented in the classroom and in textbooks (Butler, 2018).

Self-assessment is considered as a complement to standardized testing rather than as a
replacement. Standardized tests can be administered only a few times a year and bring about a lot
of anxiety. With SA, learners are evaluated continuously, and this assists to make changes in the
learning process if needed. Learners can discuss and share their opinions and beliefs about the
skills they can perform and those they are in need of help.

Previous research on the validity of SA has produced mixed results. Liu and Brantmeier
(2019) examined the validity of self-assessment among Chinese English learners (ages 12-14).
Their study showed that SA correlates moderately with learners’ reading and writing test scores in
the magnitudes of .30 to .50. Blue (1994) compared the SA scores of a group of university students
with their IELTS, TOEFL, and teacher ratings and found that there is a great mismatch between
SA scores and other modes of assessment. Blue’s findings showed that SA scores have a
correlation of .02 with IELTS scores and a non-significant correlation of .25 with their TOEFL
scores. These findings show learners’ inability to objectively judge their own performance. Other
researchers have also found correlation coefficients of .50 to .60 between SA and measures of
language ability (see Blanche and Merino for a review of SA validation studies). The purpose of
the current study is to examine the reliability and validity of self-assessment among Iranian
university students of English as a foreign language.

Recently, Manzano (2022) studied the consistency of scores given by a teacher and those
given by the examinees themselves to their prepared speech in their first language, i.e., Filipino,
using a detailed rating scale containing 27 rating criteria. Correlational analysis showed a strong
correlation between teacher scores and SA scores. Manzano reported an overall correlation of .70
between teachers’ ratings and students” SA scores. This study is fundamentally different from the
SA studies of foreign language ability. Manzano’s study focused on a single skill (i.e.,
presentation) in the students’ native language. Besides, he used a very detailed rating scale which
covers 27 different aspects of the presentations. When raters are required to focus on detailed
aspects of performance rather than overall performance, reaching an agreement is easier. This is
different from conditions where examinees are required to evaluate their overall ability in a foreign
language in broad skills of reading, listening, speaking, and writing. Manzano interprets the
correlation as interrater reliability evidence for self-assessments, but it is more related to validity.
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2. Method
2.1. Participants

A total of 92 (66 female) undergraduate university students of English as a foreign
language participated in this study. Their age range was 20 to 33 (M=22.76; SD=3.89). Participants
were English language students at Mashhad Islamic Azad University studying Teaching English
as a Foreign Language (TEFL), Translation Studies, and English Literature. The C-Test and the
self-assessment questionnaires were given to them in regular class times under the supervision of
the researcher. The sample size was estimated using power analysis. A correlation coefficient of
.30 (between self-assessments and the C-Test) was considered to be the minimum correlation for
the self-assessment scores to be valid. Using a two-sided test, a 5% significance level test (¢=0.05)
with a power of 80% (p=0.2), the required sample size is 85 to identify correlations which
significantly different from zero (Hulley et al., 2013).

2.2. Instruments

The Common European Framework of Reference-Self-Assessment Grid (CEFR-SAG) was
used in this study. The CEFR-SAG is a self-report questionnaire in the form of can-do statements
like “I can recognize familiar words and very basic phrases concerning myself, my family, and
immediate concert surroundings when people speak slowly and clearly”. The questionnaire
contains five criteria of Listening, Reading, Speaking-Interaction, Speaking-Production, and
Writing. Learners should appraise their abilities in these five skills on a 6-point scale (scored from
1 to 6) which correspond to the six levels of the CEFR, i.e., Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2. Each
level has a description, and respondents have to select the description which best characterizes
their level. To avoid misunderstanding on the part of the learners, the CEFR-SAG was translated
into Persian (see Appendix). Forward and backward translation was employed to ensure transliteral
equality.

A C-Test battery containing four independent passages was used as a criterion for
concurrent validation. In each passage, the second half of every second word was deleted and there
were 25 gaps in each passage. The first and the last sentences in each passage remained intact. C-
Tests have been demonstrated to be valid and reliable measures of foreign language ability in
numerous studies over the past decades (Fadaeipour & Zohoorian, 2017; Grotjahn & Drackert,
2020; Rasoli, 2021). The reliability and validity of the C-Test used in the current study were
verified by Baghaei (2010).

2.3. Procedures

The C-Test battery and the self-assessment grid were given to the participants during
regular class hours. The self-assessment grid was re-administrated two weeks later again for the
purpose of examining test-retest reliability.

2.4 Analysis and Results

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the C-Test and five components of the self-
assessment grid. As Table 1 shows, the mean rating for all the subskills is in the range of 3 to 3.50
which means that, on average, learners have rated themselves to be B1 users of the English
language. The C-Test contained 100 gaps, and the maximum score was, therefore, 100. The mean
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score of the examinees on the C-Test is 54 which is approximately in the middle of the 100-point
scale.

The Cronbach’s alpha reliability of the self-assessment grid considering each component
as a 6-point Likert item in Time 1 and Time 2 was .92 and .90, respectively. This indicates a high
level of consistency in the ratings across the five components. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability of
the C-Test considering each passage as a 25-point polytomous item (Eckes & Baghaei, 2015;
Forthmann et al., 2019) was .87.

Table 1.
Descriptive Statistics for the Self-assessment Grid (Time 1) and the C-Test
C-Test List Read  Spk-Int. Spk-Prod. Writ

Mean 54.29 3.36 3.46 3.09 3.37 3.57
SD 22.91 1.438 1.36 1.28 1.43 1.51
Variance 524.98 2.06 1.875 1.63 2.07 2.29
Minimum 7.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Maximum 88.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking Production,
Writ=Writing

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for the five components of the self-assessment grid
in the second round of ratings after a two-week interval. Table 2 shows that students’ ratings of
their own abilities are very close to those in the first round of ratings.

Table 2.
Descriptive Statistics for the Self-assessment Grid (Time 2)

List Read Spk-Int.  Spk-Prod. Writ
Mean 3.33 3.42 3.10 3.33 3.51
Std. Deviation 141 1.35 1.20 141 1.42
Variance 1.99 1.82 1.46 1.99 2.04
Minimum 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Maximum 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking Production,
Writ=Writing

Tables 3 and 4 show the Pearson correlation coefficients between the five components of
self-assessment gird in Time 1 and Time 2, respectively. The tables show that there are strong
correlations between the components. In other words, learners have consistently rated themselves
across the five components in the grid. This is congruent with the findings reported in the literature
on the relationship between language skills when standardized tests are used to measure learners’
abilities (see Oller, 1983).
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Table 3.
Correlations between the Components of Self-assessment Grid (Time 1)
List Read  Spk-Int. Spk-Prod.  Writ

List 1 71 71 .68 67"
Read 1 69" 68" 69"
Spk-Int. 1 83" 727
Spk-Prod. 1 73"
Writ 1

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking
Production, Writ=Writing; **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.
Correlations between the Components of Self-assessment Grid (Time 2)
List Read Spk-Int.  Spk-Prod.  Writ

List 1 67" 637 64" 67"
Read 1 60" 63" 62"
Spk-Int. 1 73" 65"
Spk-Prod. 1 72"
Writ 1

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking
Production, Writ=Writing; **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 5 shows the correlations between the components of self-assessment gird in Time 1
and Time 2. The diagonal line in boldface shows the correlations between the same components
in the two rounds of rating with a time interval of two weeks. Therefore, it represents test-retest
reliabilities. All these values are above .90 which indicates a high level of consistency in learners’
ratings of their own abilities across time.

Table 5.
Correlations between Components of Self-assessment Grid in Time 1 and Time 1

List 2 Read 2 Spk.Int.2 Spk. Pro. 2 Writ 2

List 1 .989™ 68" 64" 64 .68™
Read 1 71 969 64" 66" 66~
Spk-Int. 1 .68™ 66" .960™ 78" 68"
Spk Prod. 1 66" 66" 78" .969™ 74"
Writ 1 67" 66" 697 707 929"

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking Production,
Writ=Writing; **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Tables 6 and 7 show the correlations between the C-Test scores and the scores learners
have given themselves in the self-assessment questionnaire in Times 1 and 2. As the tables show,
none of the correlations are statistically significant or substantively meaningful. Only the
correlation between C-Test and speaking-interaction in Time 2 is statistically significant.

Table 6.

Correlations between Components of Self-assessment Grid and the C-Test scores (Time 1)
List Read Spk-Int. Spk-Prod.  Writ

C-Test .04 .07 18 12 .05

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking Production,
Writ=Writing

Table 7.

Correlations between Components of Self-assessment Grid and the C-Test Scores (Time 2)
List Read Spk-Int.  Spk-Prod.  Writ

C-Test .05 .06 22" A1 .06

Note: List=Listening, Read=Reading, Spk-Int.=Speaking Interaction, Spk-Prod.=Speaking Production,

Writ=Writing; *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

3. Discussion and Conclusion

It is argued in the literature that self-assessment complements traditional standardized
testing and, at the same time, increases learners’ motivation and proficiency (Hsieh & Schallert,
2008). Self-assessment encourages learners to get involved in evaluating and controlling their own
progress which results in increased interaction between the learners and the teachers (Geeslin,
2003). When examinees get involved in the learning and testing process, they become motivated
and autonomous (Oscarson, 1989).

The increased focus on self-assessment and its advantages over the past decades raise the
question of the reliability and validity of SA. Research on these issues has produced mixed results.
As noted earlier, some researchers have found moderate to high correlations between SA and
conventional testing techniques while some have found very small correlations which question the
validity of SA. The aim of this study was to examine the validity and reliability of SA among
Iranian EFL university students. SA scores of a group of learners were compared with their C-Test
scores. Findings showed that SA scores have very high internal consistency reliability. A two-
week test-retest reliability analysis showed that the scores are very consistent over time. This is
evidence that learners can consistently and reliably measure their abilities and random errors that
normally occur in ratings are minimal in self-assessments. The findings of the current study
showed that while SA scores are astonishingly reliable, they are not valid. The correlations
between SA scores and the C-Test scores, which were used as a criterion measure, ranged from
.04 to .22, which are too small to be considered useful for any serious evaluation purposes.
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The findings of this study are in line with those of Blue (1994), Raasch (1980), and
Anderson (1982), who found very small and near-zero correlations between SA and learners’
IELTS and TOEFL scores and other traditional methods of assessment. The findings contradict
those of Liu and Brantmeier (2019), Ashton (2014), and Ross (1998). Blanche (1988) wrote that
high correlations between self-assessments and standardized test scores are common but “the more
elaborate statistical analyses of two researchers (Anderson, 1982; Blanche, 1985) revealed that
there were no significant relationships between the accuracy of the students’ self-evaluations of
their foreign language skills and their actual (classroom/test) performance” (p. 81). It seems that
students can evaluate their performance on standardized tests rather than their actual performance
in classroom evaluations. This is obviously a strong statement implying that performance on
standardized tests is irrelevant to their “actual performance” questioning the validity of
standardized tests.

As elaborated earlier, research on the validity and reliability of SA has produced
inconclusive results. The findings of the present study showed that SA is highly reliable but not
valid. Therefore, SA should not be used for any kind of high or even medium-stakes evaluation
purposes. Nevertheless, it can be implemented for low-stakes testing in the context of formative
assessment for increasing learner autonomy, learner engagement, and learner motivation. In this
study, we used only one SA grid. Future studies may examine other and more elaborate SA
questionnaires. Therefore, the findings of the present study might be true for the specific SA grid
employed in this research and other SA questionnaire might turn out to be valid.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors confirm that there is no conflict of interest to declare.

Funding
The authors received no financial support for the research, authorship, and publication of this
article.

References

Anderson, P. L. (1982). Self-esteem in the foreign language: A preliminary investigation. Foreign
Language Annals, XV, 109-114. doi: 10.1111/j.1944-9720.1982.tb00234.x

Ashton, K. (2014). Using self-assessment to compare learners' reading proficiency in a
multilingual assessment framework. System, 42(1), 105-119. doi:
10.1016/j.system.2013.11.006

Baghaei, P. (2010). An investigation of the invariance of Rasch item and person measures in a C-
Test. In R. Grotjahn (Ed.). Der C-Test: Beitrage aus der aktuellen Forschung/ The C-Test:
Contributions from Current Research (pp.100-112). Frankfurt/M.: Lang.

Blanch, P. (1988). Self-assessment of foreign language skills: Implications for teachers and
researchers. RELC, 19, 75-93. doi: /10.1177/003368828801900105

231



d[[) Tabaran Institute of Higher Education ISSN 2476-5880
J°\J International Journal of Language Testing
Vol. 13, No. 1, March 2023

Blanche, P., & Merino, B. J. (1989). Self-assessment of foreign-language skills: Implications for
teachers and researchers. Language Learning, 39(3), 313-338. Doi: 10.1111/}.1467-
1770.1989.tb00595.x

Blue, G. M. (1994). Self-assessment of foreign language skills: Does it work? CLE Working
Papers, 3, 18-35. Retrieved from: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED396569.pdf

Butler, Y. G. (2018). The role of context in young learners’ processes for responding to self-
assessment items. The Modern Language Journal, 102, 242-261. doi: 10.1111/modl.12459

Eckes, T., & Baghaei, P. (2015). Using testlet response theory to examine local dependence in C-
tests. Applied Measurement in Education, 28(2), 85-98. Doi:
/10.1080/08957347.2014.1002919

Fadaeipour, A., & Zohoorian, Z. (2017). Comparing the psychometric characteristics of speeded
and standard C-Tests. International Journal of Language Testing, 7, 40-50.

Forthmann, B., Grotjahn, R., Doebler, P., & Baghaei, P. (2020). A comparison of different item
response theory models for scaling speeded C-tests. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 38(6), 692-705. doi: /10.1177/0734282919889262

Geeslin, K. L. (2003). Student self-assessment in the foreign language classroom: The place of
authentic assessment instruments in the Spanish language classroom. Hispania, 86(4), 857-
868. doi: /10.2307/20062958

Grotjahn, R., & Drackert, A. (2020). The electronic C-Test bibliography: Version October
2020. Available at: http://www.c-test.de & https://www.ruhr-uni-
bochum.de/sprachetesten/index.html.de

Hasselgreen, A. (2000). The assessment of the English ability of young learners in Norwegian
schools: An innovative approach. Language Testing, 17(2), 261-277. Doi:
/10.1177/026553220001700209

Hsieh, P. H. P. & Schallert, D. L. (2008). Implications from self-efficacy and attribution theories
for an understanding of undergraduates’ motivation in a foreign language course.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33, 513-532. doi: 0.1016/j.cedpsych.2008.01.003

Hulley, S. B., Cummings, S. R., Browner, W. S., Grady, D., Newman, T. B. (2013). Designing
clinical research: An epidemiologic approach. (4th Ed.). Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott
Williams & Wilkins.

Liu, H., & Brantmeier, C. (2019). “I know English”: Self-assessment of foreign language reading
and writing abilities among young Chinese learners of English. System, 80, 60-72.
doi:10.1016/j.system.2018.10.013

Manzano, D. L. (2022). Examining the interrater reliability between self- and teacher assessment
of students’ oral performances. International Journal of Language Testing, 12, 128-144. doi:
10.22034/1JLT.2022.157130

McMillan, J. H. & Hearn, J. (2009). Students’ self-assessment: The key to stronger student
motivation and higher achievement. The Education Digest, 74 (8), 39-44.

Oller, J. W., Jr. (1983). Issues in language testing research. Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

232


https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED396569.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12459
https://www.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/sprachetesten/index.html.de
https://www.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/sprachetesten/index.html.de
https://doi.org/10.22034/ijlt.2022.157130

d[i) Tabaran Institute of Higher Education ISSN 2476-5880
J°\J International Journal of Language Testing
Vol. 13, No. 1, March 2023

Oscarson, M. (1989). Self-assessment of language proficiency: Rationale and applications.
Language Testing, 6, 1-13. doi: /10.1177/026553228900600103

Raasch, A. (1980). Self-evaluation in adult education. (L'auto-evaluation dans I'enseignement des
adultes). Recherches et Echnnges, 5, 85-99.

Rasoli, M. K. (2021). Validation of C-test among Afghan students of English as a foreign language.
International Journal of Language Testing, 11(2), 109-121

Ross, S. (1998). Self-assessment in second language testing: a meta-analysis and analysis of
experiential factors. Language Testing, 15(1), 1-20. doi: 10.1177/026553229801500101

Ross, J. A. (2006). The reliability, validity and utility of self-assessment. Practical Assessment
Research and Evaluations, 11(10), 1-13.

Appendix
el ) LTl () QA Aalidi
A sl S (b ) ) (il Gl sl g ) S s 0 263 (llsT ) s dalidi 2 rpal S (5 anild
SIS o s L L il 5408 1 s A L (505 s 2 s |y i 38 53 Sy e 5l
A Cadle

T il ) A8 1) (et () 0 AR (oI sl )

A8 a8 a pdan )y oS00 35 (e sale Jaina g ol 00l SIA a2 58 3 ) 5a jaeale LA @l e 5 LdT Gl Qi) sie (e ]
_e.q«igcdﬁs&:\mc.fa\j}od‘)nﬁ:

casa 4o Ja g pe Cile Dl anile( 35l (o (radid dilise 40 Do 5 e 4S (5 ) SS lin GllS 5 &l le 4l s (0 2
\J@AUJAUJSLELA‘).\;J\Ae‘.\;ﬁém\d\)me.}\}l\.ewe.\stﬁ‘)é\))d)ls‘ju\‘)b\kgusm‘);ce\ad\).ﬂa
.(a.'\Sd‘)J
cMJJA6_)\5@;.‘\JJUJAG‘\SL\M‘&AL&}A}AJJ}AJJ&JJL&.\A}@A\JLg\.%QM‘_A..A\L;\J.\MH\PUA 3
G550 50 (s sl g s sl Al ) s b sl (5 s ol s (o pagdy | ) 2l e Gl a2 ) 5 i )
AEL 03 el gl 548 (J) a2 aagd ] ol (padd (5 4Bdle 3 ) e e pasa y )

Ly 4y cadl sy 5 (Y sh dalie Jald 81 s @€ Jlin |y (SY sha sl Gl piais 5 W Cumaa ol sl (00 4
pil s m pagds ) 59 Jibase 43 Ja 53y (sl 4y 5 (s S0l L) il o) g e, 2y Ll Vsl () & gun g 45
gy ) ATt am )y s Angd 448 o Gl il

G ea dal 5y &I a5 audly 4idly anal jliale Q1 s o sy da gl 1) (Y sh 6 Cunia 2l sl (00 .5
JSiie (552 1) O sl (sl 4l o ol e (e, 200 05 o LN () 4 Lailana 5 200 00 = las alilase & &) gacay
ﬁ‘)d

S
wﬁ&jﬁi&mﬁcw\gﬂ\‘;\;e‘)\ﬂcoﬁ@%}ﬁgaﬁjd\%csﬁ@&ungé‘)d)ﬁéﬁm@h'6
ol 4150 O (5 angd b (BT (o) (e 5,8 4S8 Ja g ke cadly

TS o s Ad 5K (puall Ol U2 308 Q1A g
e.A@J.}\‘)\ASJSU\SD)M}.}‘é‘&h&bcj@)\ﬂmuh‘guiuﬂjue\.}ﬁ.\\)ﬁ:\aw1

233



d[i) Tabaran Institute of Higher Education ISSN 2476-5880
J°\J International Journal of Language Testing
Vol. 13, No. 1, March 2023

o T

ol a ALE 1 ) (Gl B8 padilie Cle MUl adl i (il i ) ) ol 50l 5S s O sie ol siae (00 .2
onady | (S (5 oalus ol S (ol 4l ol e 5 i€ lan 1) (5 S (sla 4sliyg 5 shac ) 5dig 0 el (68T o sens
(B s i 55 ol gise (g pagdy |y 2130 IS e 50 05 1S G815 Jalis liaee 481 (i 5 il e (003
e |y a5l Aas 531 5 cllalual

e a1y aala sl i) R g la ol sain g5 o 5048 5 Jilise 3y 50 3 il R 5 e Al gine (10 4
S S 1) pealaae () 5ol gk el s S

S S0 ar 1) S b ClES 5 angdy | s 5 (Y sh () Ol 5 ClREa (it (5 o2 O sie ail s (0 5
ey | 208l da g ye (e s AiE 4RI i 1) (Y sk 3 sle Jaall ) sin 5 (aadd iV ail gl g

ile s LA 5 (L) 5 eua O ste (Y Ea oSy il | (5 )L 58 JISA) (5 4 Ly 5 a4 a3l sie (00 .6
S ) Ty mads Y ¢ Laial ) (5 4ailiS

TS ga ol AR 1) el ) 4 268 (AallSa) (3 S e RIS LT

DISS i el 230w 3Y 811 @l e 5 Elea (e Jilie iyl aSul Ja 6 4 caiS AllSa oabis (303 L ol sise (g 1
e gain s b (55 18 it 250 3 il st WIS Gl |y s B aia (as 4S ol D 4S S SS Ga 4y 5 A
3 el o3 Dl 2l oy

Gullad  Gle gim g0 3 ) g0 3 a9 oale e Slal Jals 2ie )i aS s je )y 5 oalu Cile ginge 3590 3 Al glae (e D
A4S aSaai S )3 S (5 0 3l 4 Y sare 4 K1 aan o) 6B 68l i jlee CilallSan il giae 23S SIK il sla
PR ERLICRSTE FPON COPRPERR| P

Qs ol siae (e o s el (oo (i ) ool (sla 58S 0 i Gl 534S s CamBse i G Sl 0l 51 3
oS o o) A e sl Jasi ya s pay 5y Jilase 43 b ol (o (nd S (5 4BMe 3 ) 50 4S LT e guiage o (Sl
2 30) s ) D SN 5t IS ¢

2l s el (Snn mal i onm (5558 L U pena (5 AallSin 4S (5] 438 4 S AallSa ()5 5 (A Lot il e (10 4
A i si g dalal dialie a1 als ol8a 5 Al andly Jlad (i85 Ll Cialie jn Ki o

Ll U ) (a8 ) il s e w3 Ol il le Jlinag G 4 Sl s S5 0lss 1o il s il s (005
a5 S o alen Cr Ay ) aalie 5 La sad) &l gie o K0 IS4 ) ada 5 eldial aalia 5l Sige yshias
ke B pe )50 Gm 4 S lea L) pasa

gl sl 5l eyslae G L st (T e 28 S 0 gl dallSia g iy e 50 JSie (450 0 5 (0.6
iy ie &1 Ko i ay | (line S a sla gl 5 S (il o) 1 ki il e (e a )l ol G5
20 0 A L) A gia 3 81 800 4S (g 4 K g oS (g UL o st inl s Ar | ke 5 3 S s il sise aiily

T3S ga i) AR 1) el) () 4 258 (s ) A S e LI g L

S i 55 e 48 (521 31 5 (B ) Jae coli S < jlie 5 len bl e a1

5 sy ol (R0 Iy coaladl K s edl fla el e 5 CDlen I (51 A sana Ol adldind U ol sie (a2

S G giodls Ly 4n 1 ol 438X 5 Jlad Jad 5ol luans

) pale sl 53 5 lalos )y 5 a5 calBy 5 lad ol daay 50080 4 (il I3 40 1) Sl b ol sise (13

o s b S0 a2l Siae e sk oS iV 5 a5 s 4l g 5 ke (5] pil siae S Ciia s
Q._\us

S Cana il ald QST 5 S Gln ) ald by

o83 il gse &S 43 ) 23 pise Ja g3 ya pBle 434S e sile e g ga 3 5a 3 gual s 5 (80 a5 @il Siae (0 4
s 1) calite gla 4 R L e 5 culaa 5 23S Gl ) Cile samga y5e 33 1) ala

234



d[i) Tabaran Institute of Higher Education ISSN 2476-5880
J°\J International Journal of Language Testing
Vol. 13, No. 1, March 2023

o T

5SS 1) oo Dle g ge ail e 23S ) il 5 5 (58 Cilaia g oy Cile gua e )3 al sle (0.5
g

A3 Ol 1 Cuma e 58 Aaii Loy a0 JS3 1 Ll

) g S A4S 038t SaS 5 5l 434S Rhata (o UL b 5 Cupd g canlia (L3 L 5 al s 5 Ol sl s (0.6
A Cinn 515 5 3 U S alalie 3 ey LA

TS e b ) Adgn 1) ol ) 4o 58 s LA g g L

cali il | o) (paadd e SUal 2l ga (ha a2 880 S |y bl g s gia ol g ol 58 Sy IS G il sse (ga ]
S W a8 g5 0 ) S Jae 5 il

U558 (sl 4uls ail gine v 53 o) (55 pm (sl i s ilon 3y 5 2 olisS g oobus (sl ALy 5 s Cailonly i sise (ga 2
A S (5 5m HhlA 4 padd ) Dlie cauy gy add

sl 4l 23l gise aun 5 o) ABe 3 50 Cile gumga by 5 LT e guim g0 3 ) 50 50 ool 5 paasie (5 5o ) St (0.3

S Ca g ) ailulual 5 Golad 5 e s (oad s

IR G0 L aAllie 05 il e sy 5 piNke 43 a g ye (o sile e gainga 3 )50 )3 (383 5 a5 () s il sise (40 4
O 031 g ol Clad 5 alg 5 a5 4l 0l gia s st A Jo L2 3 LY 5 cile DUal 5 a5y
S A g

e gan g0 3550 3 il s ans iy S 4 | Ll 5 23S Gl pnasia 5 gl s (gie 52 1) s o8 ol 5se (16 .5

p ka3 ) 5 050 53 (51 30 A sy sy (S 4y il s @3S a1 ) OF g CSG 5 a5y G 8 L allie el oy
AsL e

aliie 5 aus g a1 el 5l ) R Ve 2l gisa pun gis rlie S b ()5 s gl 5 () s ol siae (e .6
Al sia e sk LAy 5008 4a gl 1) Ol pge S o2 g3 45 sk 4 (2 = jhae Sige 5 Sihale HERLL L &)
wﬁwdj@a\)&iﬁgjmk

235



