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1. Introduction: 

Fairness in assessment is one of the most 

important goals in the field of language 

teaching and testing, as it has attracted the 

attention of scientists in recent decades 

(McNamara 2005, Kunnan 2000 & 2004, 

Xi, 2010). Yet, some do not consider these 

issues to be very important (Davis 2013). 

However, research is critical to defining and 

determining the limits of fairness as well as 

its relationship to test validity. McNamara 

and Ryan (2011) define equality: “Ensuring 

the quality of the test, especially its 

psychological quality, and equality in 

procedures for the individual and subgroup 

of test participants and the adequacy of 

representation of the structure in materials 

and methods of experiments (p. 163)”. This 

definition is beyond the definition of justice 

in the test. Identifying the starting point, the 

type of training materials, the quality of the 

assessment, as well as the educational 

objectives are among the information that 

are important for creating fairness in 

assessment. Research on fairness has been 

done in both theoretical and practical ways. 

Each, in turn, transforms the perspective of 

stakeholders.  

The Common European Framework 

of Reference (CEFR), developed with 

extensive research support, can provide a 

basis for achieving fairness in evaluation. 

This framework was introduced in 2001 

(Council of Europe, 2001) and is 

recommended to be used gradually in the 

education system of EU member states. In 

addition to these countries, research on the 

use of CEFR at various levels has been 

carried out in Australia (McNamara and 

Ryan, 2011), China (Huang & Jia, 2012), 

Japan (Nagai & Odevier, 2011) Taiwan (Wu 

& Wu, 2007) , Turkey (Peachy, 2012), 

Canada (Elatia, 2011). Also, aligning well-

known international tests such as TOEFL 

and IELTS with the classification of 

language proficiency levels according to 

CEFR criteria is significant. In this way, the 

scope of application of CEFR has been 

doubled with these well-known tests, so that 

learners can measure the level of their 

learning in relation to these tests. Also, well-

known international publishers have defined 

and aligned their textbooks with CEFR, 

which again adds to the scope of application 

of this framework.  

The use of CEFR is not only limited 

to the field of language teaching, but also to 

the preparation of tests for English-speaking 

students in non-language fields. In a study, 

Shaw and Imam (2013) showed that CEFR 

can be used to test the level of cognitive 

proficiency of candidates' academic 

language. In their view, the minimum 

language skill required for candidates is B2 

level. Also, the skill level of C1 can be a 

good ground for progress in learning 

subjects such as history and geography. At 

their suggestion, CEFR could be a platform 

for providing a language package suitable 

for non-linguistic educational content. That 

is, teachers who teach non-linguistic content 
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- such as history or geography - can use this 

language package to better teach educational 

content to non-English speaking students.  

On the other hand, the use of CEFR 

has so far had a profound effect on language 

assessment (Little, 2014). According to 

Little, language learning and evaluation are 

closely linked. In this view, the learner is 

responsible for learning. Personal 

supervision of learners' learning can be done 

using the "can do" tables. Research has been 

done in this area that confirms Little's 

opinion. 

CEFR features 

The documents related to CEFR state that 

the description of language situations is 

defined based on the needs of learners 

regardless of the first and second languages. 

Each of these definitions can be used for 

learning, teaching, and assessment. The 

groups involved in language teaching are: 

policy makers, content developers, teachers, 

and other stakeholders each of whom can 

the CEFR descriptors optimally and 

coherently. For example, the preparation of 

teaching materials requires a precise 

definition of a possible linguistic situation or 

scenario. There are examples of these 

situations in the CEFR published 

documents. Learners should be able to 

clearly help with their learning goals and be 

able to assess their success or failure at any 

stage of learning, i.e. self-assessment. When 

test makers are aware of the goals and 

definitions of multiple learning situations 

and levels, they can prepare tests tailored to 

the goals of each stakeholder. Thus, the 

validity of the test score interpretation is 

further guaranteed (Council of Europe, 

2001, p. 5). 

CEFR descriptors:  

These descriptors are designed to recognize 

people's language performance in real 

communication situations. The initial triple 

classification of these descriptors is from top 

to bottom, respectively: proficient user (C1-

C2), independent user (B1-B2) and basic 

user (A1-A2). These levels of language 

proficiency with clear sentences in 

understanding: reading comprehension, 

understanding: listening comprehension, 

speaking and spoken interaction, as well as 

writing are described. An example of the 

two described levels A1 and B2 can be seen 

in Table 1. These descriptors are also known 

as "can do statements." 
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Table 1. Descriptors A1 and B2 in CEFR 

Language Skills (Council of Europe, 2001)  

CEFR limitations: 

This framework was originally developed 

for adults. For this reason, descriptors need 

to be reviewed in order to provide 

educational materials as well as special tests 

for children and adolescents. Studies show 

that levels defined in CEFR are beyond 

children's cognitive comprehension. The 

transition from one level to another is not in 

line with children's cognitive development. 

In order to address these shortcomings, the 

following objectives should be considered: 

Definition of as many identifiers as possible 

that represent the world and language of 

children, do not define a level higher than 

B1, yet levels in between (e.g. A1 +, or A2 

+) should be defined so that children 

experience real progress. One of the 

drawbacks of CEFR (Alderson 2007) is the 

lack of empirical evidence in the validity of 

its application. 

2. Research background: 

CEFR alignment 

Internal alignment 

Aligning CEFR with existing educational 

and teaching systems is one of the effective 

methods in applying and researching CEFR. 

These studies have been done in second 

language teaching and evaluation systems in 

each country with different historical, 

cultural and educational background. This 

process demonstrates an attempt to 

establishing the validity of the application of 
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CEFR in a variety of contexts. Because, the 

necessity of covering issues arising from 

multilingual and multicultural phenomenon 

in the fields of education, learning and 

evaluation, has been discussed since the 

beginning of the emergence and design of 

CEFR. In a survey, Negishi et. al. (2012) 

analyzed the results of a vocabulary test in a 

large group of Japanese participants. The 

findings showed that the order in which the 

compound verbs were presented did not 

necessarily correspond to the propositions in 

the CEFR descriptors. However, they 

acknowledged that the Japanese language 

may have contributed to the situation, and 

suggested that similar research be conducted 

in other languages. In another study on the 

use of CEFR in the design of curricula based 

on the communication needs of language 

learners at the university level, Arsalan and 

Oznici (2017), after mentioning the benefits, 

suggest using this framework in the design 

of language teaching programs. Among 

these studies is the teaching of general 

English to students in non-language fields in 

Vietnam. It has been reported that alignment 

of CEFR in the education system has led to 

a qualitative change in students' self-

assessment, end-of-semester examinations, 

and student interaction (Le H.T.T., 2018). 

 

External alignment 

CEFR has been used to prepare basic tests 

for major and non-European languages such 

as Arabic. In this field, descriptors of 

practical language skills are used to define 

the level of familiarity and mastery of the 

language, and based on these definitions, the 

skill assessment test in that language is 

obtained. For example, Ali and colleagues 

(2018) states in a report on a part of the 

TALP: Test of Arabic Language 

Proficiency: “Many points have been edited 

to match the requirements of the Arabic 

language, therefore, the descriptive 

framework of this research contains the 

following points: 

• Difficulty of words at each level and how 

to select and sort 

• Grammatical elements, classifications and 

structural sections, as well as processes and 

relationships 

• Vocabulary elements and processes 

• Semantic relationships 

• Recognition and distribution skills at 

different levels 

• Social groups in the destination 

community that learners should be familiar 

with 

In addition to the above, descriptions of the 

following issues are also provided: 

• Principles of selection of micro and macro 

roles and their stratification 

• Identify areas and why they are important 
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• Determining language activities that 

should be included in the test and 

curriculum? 

• Determine the number of teaching hours 

according to the language levels required 

CEFR Intercultural research 

An important question about efficiency, and 

especially fair validity of CEFR, is very 

important in different cultural areas. Can 

CEFR, which has been introduced as a 

macro-reference in multicultural linguistic 

planning, be applied to obtain the desired 

validity in planning at a micro level? In an 

intercultural study, the content of third- and 

fourth-grade English language textbooks in 

primary schools in Turkey and Portugal was 

compared with descriptive references to 

CEFR at level A1. The results of the 

comparison showed differences and 

similarities in the performance of CEFR in 

each of these two countries. Suggestions 

based on the research results include teacher 

training in familiarity with the 

characteristics of CEFR, preparation of 

multicultural content appropriate to the age 

of learners at the elementary level, and 

finally advice on continuity of curriculum 

planning in the cultural and linguistic 

framework of both countries (Guerra, 2018). 

The use of CEFR in leveling the first 

language 

An interesting example is the use of CEFR 

to design the first language test - not the 

second language. In the research, general 

descriptive requirements for learning 

elementary level and structure, as well as 

assessment and measurement of Tatar 

language at level A 2 have been used by the 

system of CEFR descriptors. According to 

researchers, the definition of Tatar language 

in this system facilitates the transfer of new 

methods of teaching a second language. In 

fact, the CEFR is used as a bridge to 

exchange methods of teaching, assessment 

and evaluation. The researchers wanted to 

go beyond Russia's internal borders and 

establish an international connection and 

make the Tatar language known to other 

cultures. Also, the needs assessment of the 

Tatar language will be coordinated with an 

advanced field, so that as a result of this 

connection, it will lead to the continuous 

updating of educational methods in the field 

of Tatar language teaching and learning 

(Shakerova, 2018). 

Citizenship Language Assessment 

In immigrant destination and multilingual 

countries - Switzerland - and multicultural - 

United States - the linguistic knowledge and 

ability of immigrants and compliance with 

the linguistic norms of the destination 

community has always been a complex 

issue. In Switzerland, for example, the 

process of accepting immigrants must take 

place in such a way that the understanding 

of culture and language in society is 

accomplished as much as possible. 

Therefore, in order to standardize all 

processes, CEFR descriptors were translated 



 

118 
 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 F

O
R

E
IG

N
 L

A
N

G
U

A
G

E
 R

E
S

E
A

R
C

H
, V

o
lu

m
e 1

2
, N

u
m

b
er 1

, S
p

rin
g
 2

0
2
2

, P
a
g
e 1

1
1
 to

 1
3
1
 

to comply with the minimum and maximum 

requirements of the laws of the cantons 

(Arrighi, and Piccoli, (2018). 

CEFR based language corpus  

Accumulation of texts from students' writing 

of texts (second language) is one of the 

appropriate strategies for constructing a 

linguistic corpus. This corpus can be used 

extensively in preparing educational 

materials and necessary tests. To this end, in 

Sweden, which is an immigrant country, 

texts written by Swedish language learners 

in various language learning systems have 

been prepared based on CEFR descriptors. 

The purpose of forming this language 

corpus is to critically redefine and evaluate 

the validity of teaching methods and 

measuring the current system and to review 

the content and provide teaching and 

evaluation with equal status for language 

learners (Megyesi, et al., 2018). 

Materials preparation 

In compiling textbooks, several points such 

as linguistics, sociology and pragmatics are 

very important. Advertising, for example, is 

just one of the sources for writing texts to 

familiarize learners with a body of linguistic 

information in the target language, for which 

purpose CEFR can be used to categorize the 

language levels (Pérez de la Calle, 2018). 

Levels of ability: listening and speaking  

In order to determine the level, Chama has 

effective applications in all four language 

skills. For example, to determine the 

complexity of accuracy and fluency of 

speaking CEFR levels is used. In a study 

Karami and colleagues selected texts which 

were considered in the range of A1 to C1 to 

determine the full coverage of participants' 

speaking ability (Karami et al., 2018). In 

another study (Domna, and Zafiri, 2018) to 

test the learning rate of private school 

language learners, A1 level tests were given 

to participants as a pretest. The aim of this 

study was to determine the difference 

between a new and the conventional 

teaching in private schools. For this purpose, 

tests relevant to CEFR levels were used, 

because according to the researchers, the 

educational program of these schools has 

been prepared and presented based on that 

framework. 

Evaluation of progress 

To assess students' progress at higher levels, 

common test can not be used. Since, these 

tests do not indicate linguistic particulars 

such as collocation at high levels B2 and C1. 

To determine this level of skill in learning 

French, a number of noun-verb collocations 

were prepared. It was found that the precise 

use of collocations indicates a high level of 

linguistic knowledge (Lundel et al., 2018). 

Theoretical definition of validity 

In assessment (and educational evaluation), 

topics are related to ontology, epistemology, 

and ethics. What we know as truth, how to 

get to it, and the consequences of the 
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assessment (Fulcher, quoted from Hondrich, 

1995. p. 666), almost all in assessment and 

educational evaluation agree on the 

principles of ethics, fairness and 

consequences in people's lives. However, 

the differences of opinion on how to achieve 

a single definition and how to achieve 

operational definitions resulting from the 

definition of concepts are mostly related to 

ontological and epistemological methods 

(Razavipur, K., 2019).  

The issues raised in the work of 

further cognition end in two perspectives. In 

one view, there is "truth" independent of us. 

In another view, truth is what we perceive 

from truth. For each of these perspectives, 

there are several arguments throughout the 

history of science that we will not address 

here. Rather, we express the impact of each 

of these two perspectives on educational 

assessment and evaluation.  

Because the discussion of the nature 

as well as how the results of the test and 

evaluation affect outside the scope of 

statistical calculations, and on the other hand 

the relationship between statistical findings 

and interpretation with interpretations 

resulting from the test score in determining 

the validity it has an effect, it needs an 

argumentative method to give a clear 

explanation of the statistical and other data 

obtained from the test. In the following, 

while reviewing the definition of validity, 

the argumentative method about the 

relationship between test results and its 

consequences, as well as its interpretation, is 

introduced. 

The simplest common definition of 

validity is: "A test measures what it is 

intended to measure." This definition seems 

very simple and understandable in the first 

reading. But the issues involved in teaching, 

assessment, and evaluation are so complex 

that this definition cannot be enlightening. 

Therefore, assessment and evaluation 

specialists seek to find a definition so that in 

addition to interpretation of test use and its 

validity, they can investigate the effect of 

the score on the person's life and subsequent 

consequences. By presenting the theory of 

"validity as a unitary concept", Messick put 

validity concepts into a single pattern. 

Previously, a multi-part validity was 

defined, each covering part of the reality of 

the test and its consequences. Another 

definition that identifies validity as one of 

the basic components of tests is as follows: 

the extent to which the interpretation and 

application of test results are validated by 

users with theory and evidence (American 

Psychological Association, 1999; p. 9, cited 

in Cummins, 2012). 

Argument base validity 

This method was developed by Kane (1992-

2006) to justify the reasoning of language 

tests following the invention of the Toulmin 

argumentative method (2003). This idea 

consists of two parts: first, the expression of 

the interpretive argument, then the 

compilation and evaluation of the evidence 
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of the argument, and also considering the 

potential cases of potential counterevidence 

of the argument. In this regard, Bachman 

(2005) emphasized the need for research and 

application of argumentative methods to 

validate a test. Bachman and Palmer (2010) 

formulated conceptual relationships between 

test-based interpretation, and decision-

making based on results, and consider the 

consequences, as well as attention to 

fairness in evaluation within an assessment 

use argument. Kunnan (2004) presents two 

complementary frameworks in the 

conceptualization of fairness, one is the 

framework of test fairness and the other is 

the framework of social context. The test 

framework includes validity, lack of bias, 

access, test execution, and social 

consequences, and each of these qualities is 

very important in developing and applying a 

test. Another framework monitors 

environmental factors affecting the fairness 

of the test (p. 27). Since it is not easy to 

define and calculate the impact of each of 

these factors, at least these major factors 

affecting - almost - all environments when 

interpreting test results should be 

considered. These major factors are: 

political, economic, educational, social, 

cultural, and legal and ethical (Kunnan, 

2008, p. 240). 

Fairness in assessment 

Fairness in a test is related to the 

consequences of the test results for 

individuals and groups or society. This 

concept is related both to validity and to 

some extent as an indicator of the 

measurement of language ability and thus to 

social equality (Davis et al., 1999). 

Similarly, it can be said that research on 

fairness is directly related to the test and the 

application of its result in the social context. 

On the other hand, the lack of bias in a test, 

in the psychometric approach, can provide 

the concept or quality of fairness. The 

question of the existence of this quality in 

the test actually arises when different groups 

of test takers are in the assessment process. 

Does the test only measure language 

proficiency and does not lean in favor any of 

the participants? To answer this question, 

various statistical methods have been used 

and various groupings such as linguistic, 

gender, and cultural have been studied more. 

This research starts from the beginning of 

the process of preparing items to 

administration and scoring method and even 

continues in the type of interpretation of 

social results and consequences. Test 

developers and test users use appropriate 

statistical methods to reduce the unfair 

effects on the test to optimize the test as 

much as possible (Kunnan, 2004; 

McNamara and Rover, 2006; Bachman and 

Palmer, 2010). The process of examining 

the effect of fairness in a test can be seen in 

the works of researchers such as Messick 

(1989), Kane (2000), Kunnan (2004) and Xi 

(2010). 
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This line of research shows that 

fairness in a test is related to equality, 

validity and lack of bias. In this regard, 

according to Xi (2010), fairness is the same 

validity that is defined equally for groups 

and is applied in the preparation, 

implementation and interpretation of test 

results. In order to investigate the 

relationship between fairness and validity, 

according to Kunnan (2000), validity is 

defined by the construct definition of an 

equal structure to interpret the test result for 

all groups of subjects. For him, this is 

possible by controlling the content bias the 

way the item is presented, item functioning, 

and the language of the tests. The validity 

and fairness in Kane's (2010) perspective are 

very close to each other, and the degree of 

over-coverage and under-coverage of each 

varies according to their definition in 

different situations. However, in his opinion, 

in general, neither of these two includes the 

other, and each has an independent identity. 

McNamara and Rover (2006) 

without providing a clear theoretical 

definition and a definite solution claim that 

the issues related to fairness and the social 

role of the test are not sufficiently codified. 

They point to the need for social fairness 

and the prevention of test bias in favor of or 

against social groups. However, they 

suggest that research on the individual 

differences of test takers and its effect on 

their performance in the test and considering 

the criteria of professional ethics is possible 

through the differential item functioning 

(DIF). 

Significance of the Study 

CEFR is gradually playing a key role in 

issues related to language teaching and 

assessment among European countries (e.g. 

Negishi et al. 2012). Numerous researches 

are carried out in different branches such as 

education, assessment, preparation and 

compilation of educational materials, 

teacher training, etc. based on CEFR. This 

trend in research is not limited to European 

countries and is ongoing in other parts of the 

world. This highlights the importance of the 

role of CEFR in the future of language 

teaching - and related matters. Therefore, 

recognizing this framework and researching 

how to use or even criticize its achievements 

is inevitable.  

Creating a connection with a test 

based on CEFR requires purposeful 

planning on the one hand, and then 

administration and calculating the data 

within a statistical framework. On the other 

hand, linking the results of the test with the 

contextual factors and purposes of the test 

takers and finally interpreting the results of 

the test to explain and justify the validity of 

the test. Virtually, the extrapolation of test 

results and related interpretations is 

performed. 

Adapting the test score to common 

standards (e.g. CEFR and ACTFL) is 

usually expressed in specific words. The 

concept attributed to these sentences, each 
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directly related to the definition of language 

learning levels and perceptions of 

stakeholders may vary from context to 

context. In addition, people with different 

goals need a clear understanding of the 

concept of test results and their relationship 

to their personal purpose. Providing 

evidence for the relationship between test 

results and related interpretations is an 

important part of the validity argument of 

the results (Bachman, 2003). Therefore, 

determining the framework of the basic 

process in validity argument is the result of 

a test that has been created for a specific 

purpose with linguistic descriptors. In this 

regard, several issues should be considered. 

Who is interested in the validity process of 

the test and the meaning of the results for 

each group of stakeholders should be 

expressed in clear language and according to 

the goals and objectives of each group. The 

other is that the test validation process does 

not end in one step, but the results give a 

different interpretation depending on the 

change in the circumstances and the 

beneficiaries and the stated goals.  

Test results provide information to 

test developers and users to use as evidence 

for validity argument, which in turn 

influences the connection between results 

and interpretation and the corresponding 

decisions (Kane, 1992; Xi, 2008). The 

choice of statistical analysis and 

interpretation of the results depends on 

whether the test is norm referenced or 

criterion referenced. In this study, the test is 

assumed to be of the criterion referenced 

type because it is based on the framework of 

the CEFR. One of the features of the present 

study is that it establishes a relationship 

between the method of validity argument 

and the application of its test with the 

frameworks presented in CEFR in 

determining the level of test takers based on 

their cultural interests. In other words, the 

mental conditions of the participants are 

involved in interpreting the results through a 

questionnaire. In this way, the information 

obtained from statistical analysis provides 

information to decision makers and other 

stakeholders that have as much effect as 

possible on the validity of the interpretation 

and its consequences on the lives of the test 

takers. 

3. Research Method: 

Operational definition: Various statistical 

and computational methods have been used 

in operational definition. One of these 

methods is the differential item functioning. 

To calculate DIF, participants are usually 

divided into target and reference groups 

based on some criteria. This division varies 

according to the issues facing the 

community and the research priorities. In 

societies such as the United States, the issue 

of the racial background of individuals 

(Spanish and other minority languages) is 

considered in the study. Also, other issues 

such as gender are a complex and worthy of 

research in most societies. Here, it should be 
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noted that these divisions should not be 

based on the process of previous research, 

but on their cognitive perspective and what 

they should be according to the immediate 

need. For example, differentiated groups can 

be defined based on motivation and purpose 

or position and access to educational factors. 

The statistical methods used are each 

tailored to different situations and 

definitions.  

In the present study, the participants' 

answers to the questions of the English 

language proficiency test, which are based 

on CEFR descriptors, were corrected and 

categorized. Test items were identified and 

categorized in terms of language proficiency 

construct. Then, the obtained results were 

analyzed in item response theory 

(WINSTEPS Version 3.92). 

Statistical population 

The statistical population of this study is 150 

students - male and female - in the fields of 

petroleum and petrochemical engineering, 

fluid and solid mechanics, computer and 

information, electricity and chemistry. They 

have been admitted to these courses by 

taking the entrance exam. Their age ranges 

from 18 to 23 years. Most of them took part 

in a general English language course in an 

academic year. 

Research instruments 

In this study, a 25-item English language 

proficiency test was used to determine the 

level of English language proficiency of the 

participants. The selection of items is based 

on the linguistic and skillful descriptors of 

CEFR. Questions are ordered from easy to 

difficult. No negative score was considered 

for incorrect responses. In a classification of 

constructs underlying the test items, five 

experts were asked to determine the 

constructs of each item. Table 4.1 

summarizes the opinions of the experts: 

Table 2 Summary of experts' views on 

constructs of items, 

(2) collocation and vocabulary (3) Grammar (4) 

Pragmatics 

1 Expert1 Expert2 Expert3 Expert4 

2 6, 8, 9, 10 ,  

11, 12, 14 , 

15, 16, 17 , 

18, 19, 22 , 

23, 24, 25 

6, 8, 9, 10 ,  

11, 12, 17 , 

18, 19, 21 , 

22, 23, 24 , 

25 

6, 8, 9, 10 ,  

11, 12, 14 , 

15, 17, 18 , 

19, 22, 23 , 

24, 25 

3, 6, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 12 , 

17, 18, 19 , 

21, 23, 24 , 

25 

3 1, 2, 3, 4, 

7, 13, 16, 

20, 21  

7, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 20  

2, 3, 7, 13 ,  

16, 20, 21  

7, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 20  

4 4, 5  1, 2, 3, 4, 5 1, 4, 5  1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 

In addition to the above instruments, 

the Persian version of the 75-item 

questionnaire (Dörnyei, & Taguchi, 2009) 

was used to ask participants' 'views on their 

future educational opportunities, future 

occupational opportunities', and their 

'cultural views on the target language 

community'. Then these categories were 

used as the basis for groupings needed to 

perform differential item functioning and 

other necessary analyzes. 

 



 

124 
 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 F

O
R

E
IG

N
 L

A
N

G
U

A
G

E
 R

E
S

E
A

R
C

H
, V

o
lu

m
e 1

2
, N

u
m

b
er 1

, S
p

rin
g
 2

0
2
2

, P
a
g
e 1

1
1
 to

 1
3
1
 

To test the relevance between the 

underlying constructs of the items and the 

items in the questionnaire groupings Pearson 

correlations were performed. For the above 

mentioned groups the same items acted 

differently as shown in the table below: 

Results of IRT statistical analysis 

 

Pearson correlation was used to test 

the relationship between underlying 

constructs and test group items the items 

behaved differently as shown in Table 4.2. 

Table 3 

Relationship between CEFR test components 

as indicators of AUA (N=150) 

 

 Vocabulary Collocation Grammar Pragmatic competence 

Future career opportunity R .053 .111 -.012 

Sig .519 .178 .887 

Future Education opportunity R -.006 .018 -.062 

Sig .945 .827 .450 

Cultural Attitude R -.065 .025 -.020 

Sig .426 .762 .808 

 

 

A study conducted by Nematzadeh 

(2018) shows that cultural characteristics 

and specific backgrounds such as age, 

gender, and mother tongue did not differ in 

the test. In a study using the differential item 

functioning (DIF) on gender in the High 

Stake Language Ability Test (NUEEFL), 

Bordbar (2020) concludes that scores from 

the test “construct irrelevant variance are not 

structural and the overall equality of the test 

is not confirmed." 

 

The effect of CEFR test scores on 

Assessment Use Argument 

All items were categorized into three 

general groups: vocabulary, grammar, and 

pragmatic competence. Then, a linear 

regression application was performed to test 

the relationship between these three groups 

of CEFR based items Assessment Use 

Argument. The results in the table show that 

grammar items have more predictive power 

than the other two categories of items. That 

is, items 1, 3, 7, 13, 16, 20, and 21 provide 

more information about assessing the 

language proficiency of test participants. 

Interestingly, the same items are of 

particular importance in analyzing the 

differential item functioning, which will be 

presented later. Another noteworthy point is 

that items 1 and 4 of the pragmatic 

competence group in comparison with the 
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other two parts of grammar and vocabulary 

and collocation showed more predictive 

power for the category of cultural attitudes 

of the questionnaire. This information is 

summarized in the tables below. 

 

Table 4. Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 72.200 8.225  8.779 .000 

Vocabulary Collocation .003 .121 

Grammar .200 .166 

Pragmatic competence -.074 .154 

a. Dependent Variable: Future career opportunity 

Future career opportunity = 72.20 + .003 

(Vocabulary collocation)  

         +.200 

(Grammar)  

                                                        -  .074 

(Pragmatic competence) 

 

Table 5 Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 69.964 7.110  9.841 .000 

Vocabulary 

Collocation 
.005 .105 .006 .052 .959 

Grammar .048 .144 .034 .334 .739 

Pragmatic competence -.107 .133 -.073 -.804 .422 

a. Dependent Variable: Future Education opportunity 

Future education opportunity = 69.96 + .005 

(Vocabulary collocation)  

                +..048 

(Grammar)  

                     - 

.107 (Pragmatic 

competence) 

 

 

 

Table 6 Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 47.835 7.819  6.118 .000 



 

126 
 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 F

O
R

E
IG

N
 L

A
N

G
U

A
G

E
 R

E
S

E
A

R
C

H
, V

o
lu

m
e 1

2
, N

u
m

b
er 1

, S
p

rin
g
 2

0
2
2

, P
a
g
e 1

1
1
 to

 1
3
1
 

Vocabulary 

Collocation 
-.131 .115 -.121 -1.137 .257 

Grammar .146 .158 .093 .923 .357 

Pragmatic competence .011 .146 .007 .074 .941 

a. Dependent Variable: Cultural Attitude 

Cultural Attitude = 47.83 -.131 (Vocabulary 

collocation)  

                                            .146 (Grammar)  

                                            .011 (Pragmatic 

competence) 

DIF analysis of CEFR based on indicators 

of assessment use argument 

A DIF analysis was used to estimate the 

rate of CEFR based test bias relative to the 

ratios of the evaluation application. Most 

of DIF studies have focused on finding 

items that have gender, racial, and so on 

bias. The idea of classification in the 

present study is not based on the natural 

characteristics of the participants. Because 

they do not anything to do in the selection 

of these features and they are simply 

acquired. While they possess traits 

throughout their lives, although they are 

influenced by natural traits, individuals 

themselves contribute to the selection, 

development of these secondary traits. In 

this way, it can be said that these 

characteristics are based on the choice and 

decision in their lifestyle and their 

perceptions and intentions.  

In addition, it can be said that to 

examine the effect of the test on the 

performance of the participants and the 

consequences of the interpretation results 

obtained from the test scores it is directly 

related to the validity of the test. Their 

career and educational life, as well as their 

cultural attitudes, are influenced by the 

secondary characteristics of their choice. 

Also, job selections in the present age can 

be based on people's interests and choices. 

This diminishes gender and language and 

other characteristics of this type in our 

national society. 

Based on this, it can be said that 

those natural features that are a problem in 

multilingual and multicultural 

environments such as the United States are 

not very important for us. Rather, such 

issues should not be interfered with in 

studies of fairness or non-bias because of 

the same mother tongue and race. Table 4.5 

shows information about participants' 

performance and questionnaire. 

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics for the subgroups 

(N=150) 

 Mean Std. Deviation 
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Future career opportunity 79.58 15.12 

Future Education opportunity 68.33 13.01 

Cultural Attitude 48.45 14.35 

 

Since the standard error deviation of 

all items in both groups is above 0.000, 

some DIF in the data is observed. DIF 

measure is the difficulty of an item for a 

group, when all other influential conditions 

are the same. The DIF contrast is a "measure 

of effect" based on Logit, and the difference 

between the two DIF criteria, the DIF size, 

is classified into two groups. Positive DIF 

contrast indicates that the item is more 

difficult for the comparing group. By 

definition, one group of participants receives 

a higher score than the other. The reason for 

this difference, according to Linacer (2019), 

could be due to the following. 

1. The group is naturally able to act on the 

item, the other group is better than normal. 

2. The group is naturally able to act on the 

item, the other group is worse off than 

normal. 

3. An item has its normal difficulty for one 

group, but is more difficult for another 

group than normal. 

4. The item has its usual difficulty for one 

group, but is easier for the other group than 

normal. 

It is important to note that statistical 

information does not differentiate between 

these justifications, but it is the relationship 

between the results of DIF analysis and the 

necessary decisions based on specific goals 

that makes the differences meaningful. So if 

the items are in favor of one group and at 

the same time to the detriment of another 

group, we say that the test consisting of 

these items is unfair. From the beginning of 

determining the purpose for preparing the 

test and while writing the items and then in 

the initial and main administration and also 

when scoring and interpreting the scores, 

statistical data should be combined with 

qualitative information and in order to 

achieve fairness in the test conditions. 

However, the following is statistically 

significant for DIF results in terms of 

Linacer (2019): 

1. The size of the impact of DIF 

2. Group classification size 

The results of DIF analysis in tables and 

graphs show information about each of the 

items that have had a significant amount of 

group bias. 

 

DIF future career opportunities 

Explained 
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Figure 1 future career opportunity DIF measure 

explained 

As can be seen in Figure 1, items 1 to 8 have 

almost identical DIF for both groups of 

respondents. However, items 9 and 10 are 

somewhat more DIF than previous items, 

and there is little difference between groups 

1 and 2. However, items 11 and 12 are not 

as distinct as the previous items, and at a 

lower level in groups 1 and 2 have almost 

the same function. Item 14, but it is 

noteworthy that its resolution differs from  

 

 

previous items and has many similarities in 

both groups 1 and 2. Item 15 is three levels 

above the reference line (0) and has the 

same properties for both groups. Another 

interesting point is that item 24 and item 10 

are on the same level. However, the ups and 

downs of items as a whole show that 

participants feel an upward trend in 

interaction with items. 

Table 8 DIF for the future career opportunity 

group 

 

Item 

Number 

Name Person 

Class 

DIF 

Measure 

Person 

Class 

DIF 

Measure 

DIF 

Contrast 

Rasch-Welch 

T df prob. 

4 N4 1 -.86 2 -1.48   .62    1.57 119 .1183   

8 N8 1 -1.46    2 -.86    -.61    -1.50 106 .1356 

10 N10 1 .80     2 2.12 -1.32 -2.74 144 .0070   

16 N16 1 3.42    2 2.75 .67 .78 95 .4372   

18 N18 1 2.17   2 1.48 .68 1.26 101 .2106  
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Items 4, 16 and 18 are simple in favor of 

group two and items 8, 10 in favor of group 

one are simple. 

 

DIF explanation of future education 

opportunities 

 

Figure 2 DIF measure of future education 

opportunities 

 

Figure 2 shows DIF in terms of the 

difference of responses according to the 

future education opportunities of the 

participants. Two items 10 and 20 each 

show a greater distinction for group 2 

participants. Also, items 19 and 25 are 

secondary to distinction. Item 18 shows a 

higher distinction for group 1.After that, 

item 3 shows more distinction for group 1. 

In the general view, there is not much 

similarity between the diagram and the size 

of the DIF distinction, as well as the future 

career opportunities of the participants. 

Perhaps this discrepancy is related to other 

features that should be considered in another 

analysis. 

 

Table 9 DIF for future education 

opportunities group 

Item 

Number 

Name Person 

Class 

DIF 

Measure 

Person 

Class 

DIF 

Measure 

DIF 

Contrast 

Rasch-Welch 

t df prob. 

3 N3 1 -1.91    2 -2.57 .67    1.43 147 .1538   

16 N16 1 4.17   2 2.52    1.65   1.50   88 .1367    

21 N21 1 2.24    2 3.19    -.95    -1.37 146 .1729   

22 N22 1 2.70 2 1.93    .77    1.21 118 .2279    

25 N25 1 1.37    2 2.20    -.83    -1.63 147 .1050   
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Items 3, 16 and 22 are in favor of group 2 

and items 21 and 25 are in favor of group 

one. 

DIF explanation of cultural attitude 

 

Figure 3 DIF measure for cultural attitudes 

 

Table 10 DIF for the cultural attitude group 

Item 

Number 

Name Person 

Class 

DIF 

Measure 

Person 

Class 

DIF 

Measure 

DIF 

Contrast 

Rasch-Welch 

t df prob. 

3 N3 1 -1.96    2 -2.66 .69    1.42 129 .1579   

12 N12 1 .12   2 .72    -.60    -1.56 140 .1206    

13 N13 1 1.39    2 .72    .67    1.59 147 .1148   

17 N17 1 .38 2 .98    -.60    -1.51 138 .1340     

19 N19 1 1.04    2 1.76   -.72    -1.54 131 .1269   

20 N20 1 2.35 2 1.08 1.27    2.51 144 .0133 

Items 3, 13 and 20 are in favor of group 2 

and items 12, 17 and 19 are in favor of 

group one. 

7. Discussion 

The best tests are valid only where they are 

defined and prepared.  Therefore, for each 

application in another situation, they need to 

redefine the validity. Definition of validity is 

volatile. In other words, each test has 

validity for its defined purposes in a given 

time and place. CEFR provides a suitable 

context for researching and realizing the 

validity of the language test, because it is 

defined for all languages and does not 

depend on a specific language. The 

assessment use argument is a logical 

structure in that the data in a given and 

comparable framework are provided and the 

necessary evidence to determine the validity 

of each test. This framework can 

accommodate a variety of statistical 

calculations that have been prepared 

quantitatively and provide the necessary 
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qualitative evaluation according to different 

conditions. Also, the data of the present 

study indicate that the differential item 

functioning of a test should not be 

considered fixed and definite, but it is 

necessary to interpret the use of the scores 

according to the specific conditions of the 

test, participants, their goals, and those of 

organizations and stakeholders. 
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