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The Development of

the Taiwanese Proficiency Test

Wi-vun Taiffalo CHIUNG
Center for Taiwanese Languages Testing

National Cheng Kung University

Abstract

The Taiwanese Proficiency Test (TPT) is a newly developed
language testing scheme for educational purposes in Taiwan. Several
preliminary tests were conducted and the latest one was held in
November of 2008. In the test, the test-takers were assigned a language
level according to the scores they received. The relationship between
language levels and scores is calculated based on the statistical results
of 160 sampled test-takers by using ordinal logistic regression. Its
accuracy for predicting test-takers’ language levels reaches as high as

0.68.

Keywords: Taiwanese, TPT, CTLT, proficiency, language test
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1. Introduction

Taiwan is a multilingual and multi-ethnic society. Traditionally, it is divided
into four primary ethnic groups. Because nation-wide linguistic census have not
been conducted in recent decades, no accurate ethnolinguistic demographics
are available. However, according to frequently cited data, the speakers of each
ethnic group were estimated as follows: indigenous peoples (1.7%), Hakka
(12%), Taigi or Taiwanese (73.3%), and Mainlanders ! (13%) (Huang, 1993:21).
In addition, as mixed-cultural marriages have become more common in the
globalization era and Taiwan being no exception, according to the statistics
of Taiwan’s Ministry of Interior (2009), there were a total of 414,699 foreign
spouses in Taiwan by January 2009 and they constitute the fifth ethnic group in
Taiwan.

In addition to being a multi-ethnic society, Taiwan has been colonized
by several foreign regimes since the seventeenth century. Two centuries later,
the sovereignty of Taiwan was transferred from China to Japan in 1895 as a
consequence of the Sino-Japanese War. At the end of the World War 11, Japanese
forces surrendered to the Allied Forces. Chiang Kai-shek, the leader of the
Chinese Nationalist (KMT 2 or Kuomintang) took over Taiwan on behalf of
the Allied Powers under General Order No.l of September 2, 1945 (Peng,
1995:60-61). At the time, Chiang Kai-shek was fighting against the Chinese
Communist Party in Mainland China. In 1949, Chiang’s troops were completely
defeated and then pursued by the Chinese Communists. At that time, Taiwan’
s national status was supposed to be dealt with by a peace treaty among the

fighting nations. However, because of Chiang’s defeat in China, Chiang decided

Mainly the immigrants came to Taiwan with the Chiang Kai-shek’s KMT regime around
1945.

KMT was the ruling party in Taiwan since 1945 until 2000, in which year Chen Shui-bian,
the presidential candidate of opposition party Democratic Progressive Party was elected the
new president. Thereafter, the KMT won the presidential election again in 2008, and has
become the ruling party again since 2008.
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to occupy Taiwan as a base from which he would fight back and retake Mainland
China (Kerr, 1992; Ong, 1993; Peng, 1995; Su, 1980). Consequently, Chiang’s
political regime the Republic of China (R.O.C) was relocated and resurrected in
Taiwan and has remained there since 1949.

The National Language Policy ® , or monolingual policy, was adopted both
during the Japanese and the KMT occupations of Taiwan. In the case of the
KMT’s monolingual policy, the Taiwanese people were not allowed to speak
their vernaculars in school and in public. Moreover, they were forced to learn
Mandarin Chinese and to identify themselves as Chinese through the national
education system (Cheng, 1996; Tiun, 1996). As Hsiau (1997:307) has pointed
out, “the usage of Mandarin as a national language became a testimony of
the Chineseness of the KMT state.” Consequently, researches such as Chan
(1994) and Young (1988) have revealed that a language shift toward Mandarin
is in progress. Huang (1993:160) goes so far as to suggest that the indigenous
languages of Taiwan are all endangered.

Mother tongue education was not implemented nation-wide until 2001,
the year after the KMT lost the presidential election for the first time in Taiwan.
Since then, all elementary school classes are required to have a class called
“local language”, lasting 40 minutes, once a week in school. The schools may
choose which local language to teach in accordance with the demands of the
student population order to ensure that all local language teachers have a certain
level of local language proficiency, proficiency tests in local languages had been
planned and administered. Three language tests were prepared. The indigenous
languages test has been planned and executed by the Council of Indigenous
Peoples, Executive Yuan, since 2001. The Hakka language test was prepared
by the Council for Hakka Affairs, Executive Yuan, and the first official test was
conducted in 2005. As for Tai-gi or the Taiwanese language, since there is no

special council for Tai-gi speakers, the task for Taiwanese proficiency test was

3 For details, see Huang 1993.
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taken over by the National Languages Committee (NLC) of the Ministry of
Education (MOE).

2. Historical background of Taiwanese language testing

Although mother tongue education has been officially included in elementary
schools starting from the 2001 academic year, there was no Taiwanese
proficiency test held for teachers to teach Taiwanese in classrooms. Because most
elementary teachers were neither fluent in spoken Taiwanese nor educated in
written Taiwanese as a consequence of monolingual policy, they faced problems
in teaching Taiwanese. To overcome this predicament, several proposals were put
forward. Among the proposals, a policy for teaching assistants was adopted. That
is, a teaching assistant who does not have a teacher’s certificate but has a good
knowledge of the Taiwanese language will be in charge of language teaching
along with the classroom teacher. To find linguistically qualified assistants, a
hastily-held proficiency test in Taiwanese took place nationally in March of 2002.
The persons who passed the test had to take a 36-hour training course before
he or she can teach in the classroom. Because the test was given in a rush, no
preliminary trials were conducted. In other words, neither reliability nor validity
was analyzed. After that, Taiwan’s Ministry of Education (MOE) gave authority
to local governments to hold language tests in local languages. As a result, some
local governments, such as Tainan county, Tainan city and Kaohsiung city, held
their versions of the Taiwanese proficiency tests. However, due limited budgets
and professional resources, the tests were not well planned and conducted. The
criteria of proficiency varied from place to place.

A professional Taiwanese test was not well planned until 2006, when the
General Taiwanese Proficiency Test League (GTPTL) was founded. GTPTL
was first convened at Tainan Theological College and Seminary on December
4, 2005. The league consisted of academic institutions and Taiwanese language

associations, such as Tainan Theological College and Seminary, Department
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of Taiwanese Literature of National Cheng Kung University, Department of
Taiwanese Languages of Chung Shan Medical University, and Taiwanese
Romanization Association (Teng, 2006). After several months of preparations,
the first preliminary test was conducted with a total of 253 subjects on September
23, 2006. Its statistical results were presented at the first conference on Taiwanese
proficiency test held by Tainan Theological College and Seminary on December 2,
2006 (Chiung, 2006). Thereafter, a second pilot test was arranged with a total of
66 subjects on April 2007. An official Taiwanese proficiency test was proposed
by the GTPTL to be conducted in 2008. However, the test was postponed because
major members of GTPTL were commissioned by the Ministry of Education to
work on a research project to develop a new national level test in Taiwanese.

It turned out that while the GTPTL was working on the Taiwanese test,
the National Languages Committee (NLC) of the MOE decided to develop a
Taiwanese test, too. Its first meeting on the planning of the test was convened
on April 19, 2007, and finally an Operating Guideline for Language Proficiency
Test in Taiwanese Southern Min was promulgated on November 21, 2007.
According to the resolution of the meetings, the Common European Framework
of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (Thereafter, CEF)
was adopted as a guideline for the proposed Taiwanese test. Preliminary tests
were scheduled for 2008 and an official nationwide test in 2009.

In accordance with results of public biddings, National Cheng Kung
University was given charge of the research project for 2008, and National
Taiwan Normal University administrative duty of executing the test in 2009. The
members of GTPTL became the major constituents of the research team. During
the research periods, two preliminary tests were conducted on August 23 and
November 29, 2008, respectively. Each test contained 500 subjects. Although
the preliminary tests were done well and the official test was expected to be
conducted in August 2009, the budget for administrative affairs was suddenly
canceled by the KMT legislators in early January 2009. Consequently, the official

nation-wide test that was originally scheduled to take place in 2009 was forced to
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be terminated. In response, more than twenty grassroots organizations protested
against the KMT legislators on February 27, 2009. * Under the pressure of the
grassroots organizations, the MOE promised to subsidize local governments as a
remedy for canceling the budget for the test. In other words, Taiwanese tests will
be conducted by counties/cities, rather than by the central government. According
to the meeting convened by MOE’s Department of Elementary Education on
May 26, 2009, there were 13 counties/cities willing to hold the Taiwanese test.
All the counties/cities agreed to appoint the research team of National Cheng
Kung University (NCKU) as the planner to carry out the test. The first official
test was co-organized by Tainan City, Tainan County, Chiayi City, Chiayi County,
and Pingung County. It was scheduled for November 14, 2009, and 793 test-

takers were registered. °

3. Formats of the current Taiwanese proficiency test

The Taiwanese Proficiency Test (TPT) described in this paper was designed
by the Center for Taiwanese Languages Testing (CTLT), National Cheng Kung
University. The initial purpose for developing TPT was to measure Taiwanese
language proficiency of elementary school teachers and language teaching
assistants to ensure that they fulfill the requirement of minimal language ability.
Later it was expanded to include college students majoring in Taiwanese and to
all members of the public (adults only). The current format, which was adjusted
and revised based on 4 preliminary tests, was carried out for the first official
test in November 2009. Table 1 presents the format of the current Taiwanese

proficiency test designed by the CTLT.

For more information on the demonstration, visit <http://www.TLH.org.tw>

3> For details on the test, visit <http:/ctlt.twl.ncku.edu.tw>
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Table 1. Format of the Taiwanese Proficiency Test by CTLT

Sections Time Scores
Reading
(a) Vocabulary and grammar (36 questions) () 108 | (b) 72
1. Vocabulary (24 que_stlons) 70 mins.
2. Grammar (12 questions)
(b) Reading comprehension (24 questions) subtotal: 180
Listening (a) 72 (b) 48
(a) Conversations (24 questions) .
(b) Talks and lectures (16 questions) 40 mins,
subtotal: 120
Dictation
Word dictation in Tai-lo Pheng-im (40 20 mins. 80
words )
Speaking
(a)Using picture prompts for storytelling (2 20 for each
questions) 30 mins.
(b)Oral readings (2 questions) subtotal: 120
(c)Oral expressions (2 questions)
Total 160 mins. 500

Generally speaking, norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests are
the major approaches in language testing (McNamara, 2000, pp.62). Criterion-
referenced measurement was adopted by the CTLT for the TPT. The major
reasons are as follows: 1) The TPT was initially designed for examining
Taiwanese teacher’s Taiwanese language proficiency level. The criteria for
language levels were set in advance. The purpose of the TPT is to locate teachers’
standardized language level in accordance with the criteria, rather than finding a
teacher’s relative level among all the teachers. 2) The number of test-takers was
not expected to be high.

The TPT consists of 4 sections: reading, listening, dictation, and speaking

tests. The total score is 500 points. The TPT divides Taiwanese language
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proficiency into 6 levels in accordance with the CEF criteria, that is, A1, A2, B1,
B2, C1, and C2. Test items of an individual TPT test comprise all six language
levels. In other words, a test-taker does not have to take six tests, from the most
basic to the most advanced level to locate his/her level. Instead, a test-taker
needs to take only one test and s/he will be assigned a language proficiency level
depending on the score s/he gets, as shown in TABLE 9. The main reasons for
not creating tests in different proficiency levels are: 1) the budget and resources
for the TPT are not sufficient to hold 6 individual tests of different language
levels in a year. It can only hold tests once or twice a year under the current
conditions. 2) The test needs to be done as quickly and efficiently as possible
to find out the Taiwanese teachers’ language ability. It is an economic way to
include all test-takers of different language levels in one test.

The first issue that needed to be solved was the selection of a Taiwanese
writing system that will be used consistently throughout the test. Taiwanese
writing systems are either in Han characters, Roman alphabet or a mixed system
combining the two systems. Currently, the dominant writing system is called
Han-lo, or literarily Han characters plus Roman scripts. However, different users
may have different opinions on choosing the Han characters or the Romanization
schemes (Chiung 2001). To standardize Romanization, Tai-lo Pheng-im, a
Romanization scheme for Taiwanese, was promulgated by the MOE in October
14, 2006. Han characters with MOE’s Tai-lo Pheng-im are adopted by the CTLT
for tests.

The TPT reading tests are divided into two parts: a) vocabulary and grammar
and b) reading comprehensions. Readings are arranged in Han-lo style. There
are a total of 60 multiple-choice questions. Each question has 4 answer choices,
and only one choice is correct. A test-taker will get 3 points if s/he gets a correct
answer. In contrast, s/he will be deducted 1 point if s/he gets a wrong answer. No
point will be added or deducted if s/he does not answer the questions. The test
items of vocabulary and grammar comprise Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2 levels.
As for the reading comprehension questions, they comprise B1, B2, C1, and C2
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levels.

The listening tests are divided into two parts too: a) conversations and
b) talks and lectures. There are a total of 40 multiple-choice questions. The
calculation of the score is the same as for the reading test. Conversations refer to
dialogues between two or more people. They comprise Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, and
C2 levels. Talks and lectures refer to individual talks and lectures on some topics
(such as weather reports, story telling, class lectures, and professional speeches).
They are expected to be at intermediate and higher levels, so they comprise B1,
B2, C1, and C2 levels.

Instead of writing tests, dictation tests in Tai-lo Pheng-im are arranged
specifically for the Taiwanese language. The major reasons are: 1) written
Taiwanese is currently neither widespread nor standardized. There are several
ways to write in Taiwanese. To avoid disagreements over the writing criteria, it is
better to exclude composition. 2) Tai-lo Pheng-im is taught in Taiwanese classes.
Besides, Tai-lo Pheng-im is a fundamental tool to writing in Taiwanese.

There are 40 Taiwanese words in the dictation tests. The words consists of
all consonants, simple vowels, and tones in Taiwanese. They are all tape recorded
in advance. Test-takers are asked to write down what they hear in Tai-lo Pheng-
im. Each word is repeated three times, and then 3 seconds are left for writing.
Scores are calculated in accordance with the percentage of correct phonemes and
tonemes the test-taker perceives. For example, assuming that there are a total of
350 phonemes and tonemes in the word list. A test-taker will get 68.6 points (=80
x(300/350)) if s/he get 300 correct phonemes and tonemes.

The speaking tests consist of 3 parts: a) Using picture prompts for
storytelling, b) oral readings, and c) oral expressions. There are 2 types of
storytelling. The first type is a single picture with some concrete objects. The test-
taker is told to describe the contents in simple words. This type of storytelling
is classified as an A1 level question. The second type of storytelling comprises
4 pictures in series. Test-takers have to give a short talk in simple ways on the

pictures. This type is classified as an A2 level question. For each question in both
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types, test-takers have 30 seconds to prepare and 1 minute to record.

For oral readings, there are 2 prepared paragraphs (B1 and B2 levels). Each
paragraph is written in Han-lo style and about 300 words long. Test-takers are
told to read the paragraphs aloud as fluently as they can. They have 30 seconds to
prepare and 2 minutes to record.

As for oral expressions, there are 2 prepared questions (C1 and C2 levels)
requesting the test-taker’s opinions and ideas on some issues. Test-takers have
to express their opinions and ideas fluently. They have 1 minute to prepare and 2

minutes to record.

4. Statistic results of preliminary tests

There were several preliminary tests, and the latest test was held on
November 29, 2008. In the latest test, a total of 462 volunteers registered and
their actual attendance was 82.3% (380). They were divided into 3 groups and
were tested in Tainan, Taichung, and Taipei, respectively. The backgrounds and

scores of the subjects are as follows:

Table 2.
Background of preliminary test volunteers (n = 462)
Occupation Number | Percentage

Elementary school 125 27 1%
teachers
Teaching assistants
in elementary 151 32.7%
schools
General publics 69 14.9%
ferfgf.esvsrli(t):rasl)m Taiwanese 14 3.0%
Students 75 16.2%
Others 28 6.1%

Total 462 100%
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Table 3. Mean scores of the preliminary test-takers (n = 380)

Sections N* Means Max. s.d.

Reading 378 109.25 180 | 24.81
(a) Vocabulary and grammar 378 69.50 108 16.55
(b) Reading comprehension 378 39.75 72 12.71
Listening 380 79.29 120 17.89
(a) Conversations 380 52.29 72 11.15
(b) Talks and lectures 380 27.01 48 9.45
Dictation 380 54.30 80 | 23.27
Speaking 365 82.89 120 18.80
(a) Picture telling 365 30.25 40 6.45
(b) Oral readings 365 25.00 40 7.59
(c) Oral expressions 365 27.64 40 7.43
Total 363 327.99 500 | 61.30

* N is the actual number completed for each section.

As mentioned earlier, the TPT is a criterion-reference test (CRT). Therefore,
CRT statistical approach should be employed for the TPT. However, the subjects
for the preliminary tests were not from the same group. In addition, there was
no course given to the subjects to distinguish pre-test and post-test scores.
Consequently, norm-referenced (NRT) statistic approach was adopted for the
researchers’ reference. Readers should be cautious of the statistical differences
between CRT and NRT. ¢

The reliability of test was calculated according to Cronbach’s a. The results
show that internal consistency of the reading section is 0.827, and listening
section is 0.771. The overall Cronbach’s a for both reading and listening tests is
0.873. These figures show that the items in the TPT listening and reading tests
were highly reliable and consistent.

Item facility (IF), also called item difficulty, was calculated according the
following formulas:

IF = Ncorrect / Ntotal

Ncorrect = number of subjects who answered correctly

Ntotal = number of subjects taking the test

A P value was further calculated and adapted as an item facility index based

on the following formulas:

®  For the differences, readers may refer to Brown & Hudson (2002).

93



{ Tai-gi Gian-kiu ) Journal of Taiwanese Vernacular
Vol.2, No.2, 2010

P = (IFupper + IFlower)/2

[Fupper =item facility for the upper group (1/3 of the total) on the whole test

IFlower =item facility for the lower group (1/3 of the total) on the whole test

In addition to P value, A value was also calculated in accordance with Fan’s
item analysis table for readers’ reference (Fan, 1952).

As for the item discrimination (ID) index, it was calculated by subtracting
the IF for the lower group from the IF for the upper group as follows (Brown &
Hudson, 2002, pp.116-118):

ID = IFupper — IFlower

Item facility and discrimination statistics are listed in TABLE 4, TABLE
5 and TABLE 6. Values in TABLE 4 were calculated for both reading and
listening tests for readers’ overall view of the TPT. For the p value, the smaller
the value the more difficult it is. As for the A value, the higher the value the more
difficult it is. So, it is expected that the p value should decrease and the A value
should increase, from Al to C2. However, the results showed some exceptions.
For example, in TABLE 4, the p value of B2 is unexpectedly higher than B1.
Nevertheless, if we reduce the levels to only three, the p value will decrease from
A to C. The results reveal some possibilities: 1) the test items in the preliminary
test were good enough to distinguish three rather than six levels, or 2) it was the
results of statistical errors since the average number of test items in each level
was only sixteen. The statistical results might be improved if the number of test
items was increased. Further investigation is needed to find the answer.

Item discrimination (ID) index and difference index 7 (DI) are usually
calculated for norm-referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests, respectively
(Brown at al., 2002). In TABLE 4, the ID values range from 0.16 to 0.30,
with an average of 0.22. The reason for not having a high ID could be that the
Taiwanese language ability of the preliminary test volunteers was rather even.

According to my observation, only persons who possess a sufficient level of

The difference index is calculated by subtracting the proportion of the non-mastery group
answering the item correctly from the proportion of the mastery group answering the item
correctly (Brown et al., 2002, p.120). Difference index of 0.20 and above is considered
acceptable (Brown et al., 2002, p.122).
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ability in Taiwanese were willing to take the test. Although the ID values are not
considered high, it does not mean that the test items were invalid. If we regard
the upper group (1/3 of the total) as mastery-level speakers, and the lower group
(1/3 of the total) as non-mastery-level speakers, the DI value could be the same
as ID value. If so, most ID values of TABLE 4 are higher than 0.20, which are
considered acceptable.

Table 4. Item facility and discrimination statistics
on both reading and listening tests

Levels Item facility index Item discrimination index
P A ID
C2 0.48 13.21 0.26
Cl1 0.63 11.63 0.30
B2 0.80 9.63 0.26
B1 0.74 10.49 0.22
A2 0.92 7.35 0.13
Al 0.89 8.06 0.16

Table 5. Item facility and discrimination statistics on reading tests

Levels Item facility index Item discrimination index
P A ID
C2 0.47 13.32 0.30
Cl 0.64 11.59 0.30
B2 0.77 10.09 0.33
Bl 0.67 11.19 0.25
A2 0.91 7.75 0.17
Al 0.88 8.26 0.17

Table 6. Item facility and discrimination statistics on listening tests

Levels Item facility index Item discrimination index
P A ID
C2 0.50 13.03 0.19
Cl 0.63 11.71 0.30
B2 0.86 8.73 0.15
Bl 0.84 9.04 0.17
A2 0.93 6.88 0.08
Al 0.90 7.85 0.15
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In the design of TPT, test-takers take the test once and they are assigned a
language level according to their scores. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate
the relationship between scores and language levels. The relationship was
calculated by our team by running ordinal logistic regression based on the testing
results of sampled test-takers (Chang, Tu, and Chang, 2009).

For this analysis, data were taken from 160 sampled test-takers, who were
included in the 462 volunteers and participated in the preliminary test. Prior to
the preliminary test, the sampled test-takers were interviewed by five researchers
of the research team and assigned language levels in accordance with the CEF
criteria. It would be much better if all 462 volunteers were interviewed. However,
due to the project’s time limitation, only 160 were interviewed. The sampled test-
takers play an important role in running the ordinal logistic regression. We need
to use the scores of test-takers to double check whether or not the test items are
valid for differentiating language levels.

The number of these sampled test-takers who are at different proficiency
levels is listed in TABLE 7. Their mean scores are listed in TABLE 8 and shown
in FIGURE 1. FIGURE 1 shows our expectation that the scores in all sections
significantly increase from Al to C2. Among the four sections, the listening has
the feature of low slope. After rechecking the testing procedure and test-takers’
background, we found the potential factors as follows: In the listening test, the
test-takers were told to listen to the recorded passage and then mark their answers
on a computer formatted answer sheet with a B2 pencil. No extra writing paper
of the answer choices was provided. It was not an easy job for the elderly test-
takers to complete the listening test in such conditions. ® We further checked their
scores and found that the older the test-taker, the more likely for her/him to have
lower listening scores than reading scores. In contrast, the collegian test-takers
who are familiar with testing skills are more likely to have better listening scores.

To solve this problem, an extra sheet of writing paper for working out answer

8 Among the test-takers, their age ranges from 77 to 10, and the average age is 42.
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choices was provided and the test-takers were allowed to make any notes on it in

the first official test in November 2009.

Table 7. Sampled test-takers of different levels

levels | C2 Cl B2 | BI A2 | Al | Total
N 8 23 38 39 20 32 | 160*
* The actual number attended and completed the test is 130

Table 8. Mean scores of sampled test-takers

Levels Reading Listening Dictation Speaking Total
C2 mean 148.60 102.40 76.18 101.20 428.38
s.d. 9.53 3.58 2.70 6.53 13.56
Cl mean 136.81 92.76 71.00 97.95 398.53
s.d. 8.42 13.62 9.10 992 18.89
B2 mean 121.18 79.89 67.39 91.68 360.14
s.d. 7.96 14.81 11.60 12.80 18.92
Bl mean 105.56 76.22 51.17 80.82 313.77
s.d. 14.03 21.67 21.93 15.44 26.84
A2 mean 84.37 72.70 41.34 67.11 265.51
s.d. 20.57 18.90 21.41 17.65 34.38
Al mean 71.29 64 23.08 41.43 199.79
s.d. 21.87 12.82 16.81 13.88  43.57
Total mean 107.05 78.56 53.53 79.30 318.45
s.d. 27.04 19.30 23.15 22.29  69.58
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Figure 1. Mean scores of sampled test-takers.

The probabilities of the sampled test-takers’ language levels were calculated
according to their scores by using ordinal logistic regression as shown in
FIGURE 2. For example, the node of the two left-most curves is 220. If a
sampled test-taker receives a grade less than 220, s/he is more likely to be
regarded as A1 level. In contrast, if s/he receives a score between 220 and 290 (the

node between the second and third curve), s/he is more likely to be A2 level.
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Figure 2. Probability of sampled test-takers’ language levels.
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According to the results of ordinal logistic regression, the nodes made by the
curves are at 220, 290, 340, 380, and 430, respectively. They are treated as the
boundary scores between different language levels, as shown in TABLE 9.

As for the minimum scores of Al, the range (70=290-220) between A2 and
Al is treated as the range between Al and zero levels. Therefore, the minimum

scores of A1l is 150 (=220-70).

Table 9.
Contrasts between scores and language levels
Levels Scores
€2 430 < scores = 500
Mastery
Cl
Effective 380 < scores = 430
Operational
Proficiency
B2 340 < scores = 380
Vantage
Bl 290 < scores = 340
Threshold
A2 220 <scores = 290
Waystage
Al 150 < scores < 220
Breakthrough

The accuracy of rating scale of language levels on scores was calculated
and obtained as 0.68 (=(9+18+21+22+15+3)/130), as shown in TABLE 10. The
number of sampled test-takers of different language levels assigned in advance
by the researchers was listed in the column as “total.” The row “total” is the
forecasted number of different language levels according to the scores after test
of sampled test-takers. For example, in the column of Al, 4 subjects who were

evaluated as A2 level before test, were forecasted to be in the Al level according
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to their scores after test. In the same column, 9 subjects were graded as Al
both before and after test. The results reveal that TPT’s judgment on subjects’
language levels reach a 0.68 accuracy, which is much higher than the probability
0.17 (=1/6) by guessing.

Table 10. Cross table of assigned and forecasted language levels

Forecasted levels by actual scores

assigned\| Al A2 Bl B2 Cl C2 total

C2 0 0 0 0 2 3 5
Cl 0 0 0 6 15 0 21
B2 0 0 4 22 2 0 28
Bl 0 8 21 3 0 0 32
A2 4 18 8 0 0 0 30
Al 9 5 0 0 0 0 14
total 13 31 33 31 19 3 130

In the TPT, a test-taker will be assigned a language level only if s/he
completed all four sections of the tests. When the same scoring scheme was
applied to all the subjects who participated in the preliminary test in November
2008, the results reveal that 46.32% of the subjects received level B2 or higher (see
TABLE 11). This result meets the expectation as B2 is the recommended level by
CTLT as the minimum Taiwanese ability requirement for teaching Taiwanese in

elementary schools.

Table 11. Levels obtained by all subjects

Levels N % Accumulated
%
C2 6 1.58 1.58
Cl 62 16.32 17.90
B2 108 28.42 46.32
Bl 98 25.79 72.11
A2 73 19.21 91.32
Al 26 6.84 98.16
Less than 7 1.84 100
Al
total 380 100
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5. Conclusion

The Taiwanese Proficiency Test (TPT) is a newly developed language testing
scheme for educational purpose. In the test, test-takers are assigned a language
level according to the scores they receive. The relationship between language
proficiency levels and scores is calculated based on the statistical results of
160 sampled test-takers by using ordinal logistic regression. Its accuracy for
predicting test-takers’ language levels reaches as high as 0.68. The accuracy
may not be perfect. However, it probably is the best that can be obtained under
time and resource constraints. The first official TPT was held by the CTLT with
a total of 793 test-takers on November 14, 2009. In addition, more trial tests are
proposed to be conducted later. Accuracy is expected to improve gradually with
the employment of official and trial tests in the near future. Hopefully, the TPT
will benefit the teaching of Taiwanese language, and will further empower the

revival of Taiwanese.
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