


This second edition of The Routledge Handbook of Language Testing provides an updated 
and comprehensive account of the area of language testing and assessment.

The volume brings together 35 authoritative articles, divided into ten sections, written 
by 51 leading specialists from around the world. There are five entirely new chapters 
covering the four skills: reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as well as a new entry on 
corpus linguistics and language testing. The remaining 30 chapters have been revised, often 
extensively, or entirely rewritten with new authorship teams at the helm, reflecting new 
generations of expertise in the field. With a dedicated section on technology in language 
testing, reflecting current trends in the field, the Handbook also includes an extended epilogue 
written by Harding and Fulcher, contemplating what has changed between the first and 
second editions and charting a trajectory for the field of language testing and assessment.

Providing a basis for discussion, project work, and the design of both language tests 
themselves and related validation research, this Handbook represents an invaluable resource 
for students, researchers, and practitioners working in language testing and assessment and 
the wider field of language education.
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The first edition of The Routledge Handbook of Language Testing was published in 2012. 
In 2016, it was the joint winner of the SAGE/International Language Testing Association 
prize for the best book in language testing. The international selection committee provided 
the following citation to justify the award:

Editorial

“[T]he editors have succeeded in assembling a set of contributors with an unparalleled level of 

expertise in their respective areas, and with distinctive talents in communication. The strength of 

this extremely well-edited collection lies in the interweaving of theoretical and practical aspects 

of language testing through nine broad themes, and in the structuring of individual contribu-

tions to provide a historical perspective, a discussion of current issues and contributions, and a 

consideration of future directions. The volume stands not only to have a wide impact on best 

practice in the field, but also in the development of language assessment literacy in other profes-

sionals who find themselves involved in activities of language assessment.”

Adoption by teachers and learners alike has seen the Handbook become the standard 
reference text in the field, but theory and research do not stand still, and in the last decade, 
the field has continued to flourish and expand with the use of new technologies, assessment 
purposes, and contexts of score use. The rapid expansion of research in language assessment 
literacy has also provided information about what is required in reference works that under-
pin successful pedagogy for language teachers, future language testers, and other stakehol-
ders. In preparing for this second edition, we therefore not only took into account changes 
in research and assessment literacy needs, but also engaged with the publishers in a survey 
of users to discover what changes they would like to see. Perhaps the largest change is the 
introduction of Section 4 on assessing the language skills, as skills assessment remains a 
key aspect of many language testing programmes around the world, but there are numerous 
modifications to both content and focus throughout the volume.

http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781003220756-1
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We also welcome many new authors, reflecting the ever-expanding and international 
nature of language testing research. Some of the contributors to the first volume have 
retired, and we have sadly seen the passing of Alan Davies, a towering academic thinker 
who has left an outstanding legacy to the language testing field and literature. In the words 
of Marcus Aurelius, “Flows and changes are constantly renewing the world, just as the 
ceaseless passage of time makes eternity ever young” (Meditations 4, 36), and so it is 
with research and our understanding of assessment theory and practice. We have therefore 
strived to include a diverse and exciting authorship that retains the insight of established 
scholars alongside the novelty of recent innovations and insights from the next generation 
of researchers.

What has not changed is the editorial philosophy that made the first edition such a great 
success. We have always believed that the role of editors is to provide structure and direction 
to the volume and to aid authors in executing their arguments coherently and cohesively. 
The editor’s role is not to direct content, arguments, or conclusions, although they may 
make recommendations that help strengthen chapter coverage. All too often, editors wish 
to shape publications in their own image, but this is not how fields develop or individuals 
learn. As J. S. Mill would argue, attempts to control reveal a presumption of infallibility, 
and for true progress, all facts and interpretations must be heard and discussed with open 
critical minds. Only in this manner can we ultimately provide warrants to justify an emerg-
ing consensus that at some future point will again be challenged, and so on endlessly (Mill, 
1859: 25–26). Such is the nature of learning and progress.

This is, of course, the rationale for future editions of this Handbook, but we will refrain 
from crystal-ball gazing in the editorial and leave that to the predictions offered by our 
authors and to our Epilogue to this volume. We therefore turn to the updated content, which 
we believe provides the same authoritative, stimulating, and pedagogically useful platform 
as the first edition for investigating the field of language testing and assessment.

Content

Section 1 Validity

In Chapter 1, Chapelle and Lee provide an evolutionary account of validity theory and the 
practice of validation. As they make clear, there are many disparate ways of understand-
ing validity. The one that researchers choose is either quite random, depending on their 
background and reading, or very deliberate, based on a commitment to an underpinning 
philosophy. Chapelle and Lee are unequivocal in adopting an argument-based approach as 
the lens through which to view the evolution of theory and practice, which carries with it 
an instrumental concern with the day-to-day practice of conducting validity research. They 
argue that it provides both a common language and the specific tools that the field needs 
to move forward. It is unquestionably the case that at the present time, the argument-based 
approach to validity and validation is in the ascendency, and it is therefore right and proper 
that this chapter appears first in the second edition of the Handbook. But readers should be 
aware that it is but one option in the current marketplace of ideas (Fulcher, 2015: 108–12).

Chapter 2 is the most natural progression from the position presented in Chapter 1, rep-
resenting as it does the clearest possible statement of an argument-based approach to valida-
tion by its principal proponent, Michael T. Kane. He sets out the two fundamental building 
blocks of validation. First comes the interpretative/use argument (IUA), which establishes 
the proposed uses of test scores and the interpretations of those scores required for their 
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use. Second is the validity argument that evaluates the plausibility of the IUA by evaluating 
the evidence and rationales provided to support score use. The chapter explains how a test 
developer would go about building a confirmatory research agenda and a critical evaluator 
conduct studies that investigate alternative plausible interpretations of score meaning. The 
reader should note that Kane focuses on observable attributes, which are contrasted with 
traits. The latter are underlying theoretical abilities that account for observed behaviour, 
but in argument-based approaches, the preference is to focus on what can be observed and 
how consistent behaviours associated with target domains can be rendered into a score. 
Kane illustrates his approach with examples that will be familiar to language teachers and 
testers, making this chapter a highly accessible introduction to mainstream argument-based 
validation.

In Chapter 3, Ross begins his discussion with an acknowledgement that the argument-
based approach to validation has done a great deal to help structure validation evidence in 
such a way that it can be evaluated in relation to counter-explanations. This is an important 
observation, as it pinpoints the main contribution made by the appropriation of Toulmin’s 
argument structure to language test validation. But drawing inferences from evidence is 
often problematic, and Ross carefully analyses the pitfalls that validation researchers face 
with respect to both quantitative and qualitative data. Anyone who still believes that the 
outcomes of statistical analysis represent a universally generalisable truth should read and 
reread this chapter. Its treatment of how we make inferences from scores and, more gen-
erally, in research is one of the most masterful in the language testing literature, along-
side Bachman (2006). Readers of the first edition of the Handbook will note that we have 
moved this revised chapter into the section on validity because of the major contribution this 
revised chapter makes to validation theory and practice.

Section 2 The uses of language testing

When we invited Richard F. Young to revise his chapter for the new edition of the Hand-
book, he declined – quite understandably – on account of now being retired. After some 
consideration, we decided to include the original chapter again (with Richard’s consent, of 
course), with a few minor alterations. Following Cathie Elder’s review of this chapter, we 
have also moved it into the first position within this section, as Chapter 4. There has been 
plenty of research on the consequences of language tests in the years since the first edition; 
much of this research is picked up in other chapters in the volume written by Deygers, 
Walters, and Cheng and Sultana, among others. Similarly, there have been important con-
tributions to our understanding of interactional competence in language contexts. Again, 
this research is discussed in a new chapter by Nakatsuhara, Khabbazbashi, and Inoue. The 
reason that we decided to include this chapter again is that we believe it is utterly unique. 
Young’s discussion is wide ranging and, given that it was written more than a decade ago, 
eerily prescient. Consider, for example, his final paragraph, in which he imagines what the 
future of language testing might look like: “an image of two psychometricians, experts in 
the field of educational measurement, sitting in front of a computer monitor scratching their 
heads as a waterfall of data pours down the screen.” But we include this chapter, not because 
it is a historical artefact (after all, the interested reader could go back to the 2012 edition and 
read it there). Rather, we include it because it makes sense within this current collection and 
draws together various themes that are still highly relevant for language testing and assess-
ment. Leaving this chapter out would have diminished the volume. If you haven’t read it yet, 
we strongly encourage you to do so now.
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It is arguably the case that language testing for specific purposes is the most high-stakes 
assessment that we find. In Chapter 5, Moder and Halleck consider the history and practice of 
aviation English language testing. Perhaps two critical issues from the many involved come 
to the fore. The first is the interaction, negotiation, and inevitable compromise between lan-
guage testers, institutions that make policy, and very powerful stakeholders. The second is 
the requirement that domain-specific language tests be firmly grounded in an analysis of the 
language used in the workplace context as defined in the purpose of the test. This is the cut-
ting edge of interaction between applied linguistic investigation and language assessment. 
Moder and Halleck demonstrate the critical role that language testing plays in maintaining 
safety for the public in very high-stakes social contexts, and their discussion generalises to 
many other situations in which the risk associated with error is particularly grave. During 
the COVID-19 pandemic, this language of error, risk, and consequence has become the 
staple of news items, and their consideration is no less serious in language assessment than 
it is in the field of medicine.

There is no topic in language testing more controversial than the use of tests for making 
decisions about immigration and citizenship. Despite many well-reasoned studies critiquing 
the use of language tests for these purposes – from both within and outside the field of 
language testing – the practice continues and appears to be proliferating across numerous 
countries. Is there a fair and ethical way to conduct language assessment for immigration 
and citizenship purposes? In Chapter 6, Kunnan revisits his contribution to the first edition 
of the Handbook by considering one particular gatekeeping exam in detail: the United States 
Naturalization Test. Kunnan provides a vivid description of the historical antecedents to the 
introduction of the test before scrutinising the current version, evaluating it against princi-
ples of fairness and justice. The test does not emerge well from this critique, and Kunnan’s 
chapter demonstrates how a structured and systematic approach to fairness and justice can 
provide just the right tools for highlighting a flawed and potentially harmful testing regime.

Section 3 Classroom assessment and washback

For a long time, there has been an imbalance in language testing research, with a strong 
focus on large-scale international tests at the expense of a much more common activity: 
classroom-based language assessment. In classrooms around the world, teachers regularly 
set assessments, mark tests, provide feedback, and prepare learners for high-stakes exams. 
And yet there is so much we don’t know or understand about assessment practices in 
these everyday contexts. In Chapter 7, Fox and Abdulhamid join Turner (who was the sole 
author of the chapter in the first edition) to provide an up-to-date overview of classroom-
based assessment, charting what has changed over the past decade and what issues remain 
the same. This chapter illustrates that classroom-based language assessment has come a 
long way quickly, with newer unifying frameworks such as learning-oriented assessment 
helping drive a classroom-based assessment “turn.” At the same time, technology is having 
an important impact on classroom assessment as digital tools provide some relief for teach-
ers (e.g., automated writing evaluators), as well as a range of new challenges. The gen-
eral paradigm shift toward a greater blending of external, large-scale testing and teacher 
assessment is a key feature of this chapter. In another ten years’ time, we might expect 
to see technology mediating a much smoother alignment between classroom assessment 
and standardised assessment, though it will be interesting to observe how this is done and 
whose needs and objectives are prioritised: those of learners, teachers, policy makers, or 
test providers?
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Washback is an area of language testing that has received sustained attention since Alder-
son and Wall’s landmark paper in 1993, “Does washback exist?” Many of the hypotheses 
raised in that article have since been investigated empirically, and the findings have clari-
fied our understanding. A fair summary would seem to be yes, washback exists, but it’s 
complicated. Cheng and Sultana explore some of this complexity in Chapter 8, focusing on 
literature which has been published in the period since the first edition of the Handbook. The 
authors focus on three main trends in washback research over the past decade: the expansion 
of washback studies into previously under-researched educational contexts, the connection 
of washback in the classroom with broader social/educational contexts, and the adoption of 
a wider range of conceptual/theoretical frameworks to conduct washback research. A key 
theme that emerges in this chapter is the importance of “alignment”: that is, the extent to 
which teaching, curriculum, and assessment are in agreement. An increasing number of 
studies now show that changing a test is not enough, on its own, to bring about positive 
washback. In fact, negative washback is the more likely result in contexts in which there 
is no alignment between the test, the curriculum goals, and classroom practices. We hope 
that policy makers in language education contexts will read this chapter and note that the 
introduction of a test, on its own, rarely solves problems and quite often creates new ones.

Since the first edition of the Handbook, assessment of young learners has expanded rap-
idly. We see this in the range of commercial tests now on the market targeted at children and 
teenagers, and we also see it in the number of research articles and new books focusing on 
young learners. The increased understanding of how best to assess young learners is a very 
welcome development, particularly given that learners under 18 are likely to comprise a 
large proportion of the number of language learners worldwide. In Chapter 9, Butler brings 
great expertise to this topic and provides a thorough and comprehensive overview of the 
current state of play in assessing this test-taker population. Butler highlights the challenges 
of dealing with great degrees of variability within the characteristics of young learners and 
also points toward the rapid shift of younger generations toward digital technologies. Previ-
ous reservations about test taker “computer familiarity” seem long gone in many contexts; 
in their place are concerns that test developers may not be able to keep up with the digital 
communicative practices of learners in this age range. As other authors in this volume note, 
however, technology in language testing also has its limitations. At the end of the chapter, 
Butler cautions that technology cannot replace teachers and emphasises the importance of 
teachers’ “diagnostic competence” in young learner assessment. Young learner assessment 
looks set to remain a site of conceptual and practical advances in the coming years; we will 
watch these developments with interest.

Dynamic assessment has been a “hot” topic in language assessment for some time now. It 
offers a very radical departure from traditional testing practice, focusing on learning poten-
tial and the key role played by mediation. This places it at odds with more psychometric 
views which see language ability as residing solely within the mind of the individual learner. 
However, the dynamic assessment approach embodies an important critique of these more 
traditional testing practices. Scholarship in dynamic assessment forces us to consider that, 
if language ability develops through social interaction, then such interaction should play a 
primary role in our assessment practices. In Chapter 10, Antón and García update Antón’s 
first-edition version, integrating research findings that have propelled dynamic assessment 
in new directions. Computerized dynamic assessment (CDA) features strongly; the authors 
describe fascinating new research in which new technology (such as messaging apps) is 
harnessed for its interaction and mediation potential. In the years to come, we expect to see 
the principles of dynamic assessment employed in many more assessment settings.
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Diagnostic assessment is a feature of many professional contexts, most notably health-
care, but also IT support, car mechanics, engineering, and so on. Language testing has grap-
pled with its own approach to diagnostic assessment for some time, but in recent years, 
there has been considerable progress on the topic through work on theory building and on 
technical issues (particularly in the area of cognitive diagnostic modeling – CDM). In Chap-
ter 11 – an update of Jang’s sole-authored contribution to the 2012 edition – current issues 
in diagnostic assessment are surveyed, and a range of novel directions are discussed. Jang 
and Sinclair provide an exciting glimpse into what diagnostic assessment might look like 
in the future, one in which machine learning could play an important role in capturing and 
processing data. Still, even with the most sophisticated methods for tracking and measuring 
learning, diagnostic assessment is not truly diagnostic without well-developed feedback 
systems. Here, Jang and Sinclair remind us that feedback utilization is a core component 
of effective diagnostic assessment and that evidence of use of feedback is essential for sup-
porting validity arguments for diagnostic assessment. Our field needs more research on the 
effectiveness of specific, innovative diagnostic procedures. We hope that future researchers 
will read Jang and Sinclair’s article and be inspired by the potential that diagnostic assess-
ment offers.

Section 4 Assessing language skills

In the introduction to Chapter 12, Nakatsuhara, Khabbazbashi, and Inoue wisely quote 
Lado’s observation that the ability to speak in a second language is the most prized objec-
tive of language learning. This is as true today as it has always been. Yet the assessment of 
speaking also remains as problematic as it was in the 1960s, despite all that we have learned 
since then, and is expertly documented in the historical section of this chapter. The authors 
consider the new range of task types available to us and the constructs of interest that each 
is claimed to reveal for scoring. As the scoring mechanism embodies the construct, it is 
not surprising that a variety of approaches have been proposed. The variety of competing 
claims about approaches also makes assessing speaking a controversial area of research and 
practice. In looking to the future, the authors state that technology has played a large role in 
shaping the speaking construct and will likely continue to do so. We also wonder whether 
this will be driven by commercial need, as it was during the COVID-19 pandemic, and how 
the machine scoring of speaking might model our humanity in the coming decades.

In another new addition to the Handbook, Chapter 13, Wagner provides a comprehensive 
overview of current challenges and debates in second language listening assessment. It is 
well understood among practitioners that listening is a complex skill to assess, both in terms 
of the practicalities of developing listening tests (sourcing or creating recordings, admin-
istering tests in contexts where resources are scarce) and in defining and operationalising 
the construct itself. But there is now a lot of research on listening assessment, and we were 
pleased to see Wagner “bust” the myth that listening is an under-researched skill. In fact, 
research on listening has grown over the past two decades, and in specific areas like the use 
of video in listening assessment and the role of speaker accent, there are now established 
canons of research to guide test developers in making good decisions about their own tests. 
The key problem is transforming that research into practice: designing innovative, authentic 
tasks that move beyond the traditional scripted, monologic, multiple-choice format. Wagner 
covers these issues, among many others, concluding, in a similar way to the previous chap-
ter, that technology is likely to have a transformative approach on listening in the future.
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Writing assessment has a long history, and one could be forgiven for thinking that we 
know a lot about what writing is, how it develops, and how to assess it. But as with many 
issues in language testing, the reality is more complicated. Writing is a constantly mov-
ing target for assessment; literacy practices evolve, and writing technologies change. In 
Chapter 14, Knoch carefully charts the different methods for conceptualising a writing con-
struct and discusses a range of challenges related to scoring performances and interpreting 
the meaning of results. As with other chapters, technology looms large in new methods of 
automated scoring and feedback provision and in newer affordances raised by technology, 
such as the increasing prevalence of collaborative writing on platforms such as Google 
Docs. One of the most interesting contributions in this chapter, though, is conceptual. Knoch 
draws together research on written corrective feedback and writing assessment, arguing for 
greater merging of work in these two areas. As the field increasingly turns its attention to 
learning-oriented approaches to assessment, we might anticipate that feedback will become 
a central concern in writing assessment, even for large-scale international exams.

Based firmly in reading theory and the history of psycholinguistic research into reading 
processes, Brunfaut offers a masterly survey of approaches to the assessment of second 
language reading over the decades. Covering reading in both a first and a second language, 
she traces the evolution of reading assessment from the early days to the present. The dis-
cussion is illustrated with well-chosen references to some of the most influential reading 
tests currently in use. The summary of research into reading assessment is comprehensive 
and impressive and thoroughly supports the description of a range of research methodolo-
gies that practitioners can use in both creating and investigating the validity of reading tests. 
Brunfaut concludes Chapter 15 with directions for future research, which should provide 
an excellent starting point for anyone wishing to develop a reading assessment project that 
would add to our understanding of the field.

Section 5 Test design and administration

In Chapter 16 on test specifications (specs), Yan Jin provides a description of the role and 
purpose of test blueprint documents for both high- and low-stakes tests. The piercing analy-
sis reveals the critical role of specs within the two paradigms: specifying purpose, content, 
and structure, and creating parallel forms. In the context of low-stakes assessment, their 
role in defining curriculum content and enhancing local understanding of learning goals 
is explained with clarity. The role of specs is supported with excellently chosen examples 
to illustrate their use across contexts. Yan Jin draws upon Fred Davidson’s work in the 
previous edition of this volume as well as that of others but adds to our understanding of 
the richness of possibility in spec use. Pointing to the future, it is suggested that test specs 
may also be used to articulate intended consequences. What we like about this chapter is its 
inclusivity, the mastery over the history of the field, and the foresight offered through such 
a thorough understanding as well as practical knowledge.

Evidence-centered design (ECD) has increasingly been used in both test design, and 
the evaluation of test use and retrofit, as the chapter by Yan Jin in this volume attests. In 
Chapter 17 Yin and Mislevy provide us with a clear definition of ECD and its design com-
ponents, along with an explanation of how these relate to argument-based approaches and 
a number of other validity models. It is arguably the flexibility of ECD that has led to its 
widespread use by test producers in North America, and its modular approach allows re-
use of design elements across tests. While ECD can sometimes seem complex, coming to 
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terms with the design components can provide test designers with a conceptual framework 
for their activity.

Chapter 18 deals with accommodations to tests and assessments and is an updated ver-
sion of Abedi’s chapter in the first edition of this book. Accommodations are changes or 
alterations to a test in order to compensate for some disadvantage that may lower test scores 
as a result of a construct-irrelevant disability. These accommodations may compensate for 
problems such as a hearing or sight impediment or, in the case of language learners taking 
content tests (e.g., mathematics or history), provide them with access to the material without 
language ability impacting the test score. It is arguably the case that this is where validity 
theory meets practice head on. The reason is that any accommodation should reduce the 
impact of construct-irrelevant factors (the disability or taking the test in a second language) 
so that the score reflects ability on the construct; yet, if the accommodation alters the defi-
nition of the construct, as would be the case if a text in a reading comprehension test were 
read aloud to a blind test taker, the score meaning is fundamentally altered. Secondly, if the 
accommodation would raise the scores of test takers who would not normally be eligible for 
an accommodation, questions may be raised regarding the “fairness” of the practice. This 
may be the case with allowing additional time to dyslexic candidates, for example, if the 
same accommodation had a similar impact on scores of non-dyslexic candidates. Abedi also 
refers to the concept of universal design, which is becoming increasingly important to create 
accessible materials and avoid litigation on the grounds of discrimination.

Rater variability is a perennial topic in language testing research. As long as there are 
human raters, there will be interest in rater cognition, rater behaviour, and rater bias. The 
results of such studies are often fascinating, but they also lead to one inevitable conclusion: 
the need for rater training. Variability is seen as a threat to fairness. But how do we train 
effectively? Is training worth the effort? What does being an expert rater entail? And is 
variability actually all that bad? Davis provides a comprehensive overview of what we cur-
rently know about rater training (as well as interlocutor training, relevant to those tests with  
examiner-interlocutors), pointing to evidence-based findings and best-practice approaches. 
One of the most intriguing parts of Chapter 19 is the acknowledgement that strong uniform-
ity is not always desirable. To some extent, training raters to be interchangeable with other 
raters only paves the way for automated scoring systems, which do uniformity much better 
and at a far lower cost. At the same time, we would not want to see a return to a system 
such as that practiced in the original Cambridge Proficiency in English exam, in which – as 
described by Davis – reputable individuals made judgments of the acceptability of language 
according to personal taste. Nevertheless, we believe there is always room for a human 
approach to language assessment, and what is more human than variability? The best kind of 
training, then, might not be the one that brings all raters into line, but the one which allows 
raters to form a community: to share their interpretations of rubrics and to increase their 
understanding of the nature of the construct.

Section 6 Writing items and tasks

There is a very serious scarcity of research and scholarship in our field about one of the 
most fundamental activities of language testing: item writing. While there are signs that this 
is changing, particularly as graduate student projects gravitate toward this obvious gap in 
the literature, there remain some difficult challenges in conducting research on item writing 
practices: security, ethics, and the general reluctance of item writers to share their “real” 
experiences on the job for fear of saying the wrong thing. In Chapter 20, Shin addresses this 
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point but takes the issue much further. Shin effectively opens up a range of possibilities for 
further research into item writing and item writers, pointing both to the micro-level issues 
at the heart of the item writing process and also the broader socio-political issues which 
guide the creation or selection of items for test construction. One of the most vivid passages 
in this chapter posits that item writers can be both oppressed (through the precarity of their 
working practices) and oppressors (possessing considerable power to select and write items 
which are then presented to test takers). In passages such as this, Shin’s chapter lifts the 
study of item writing practices beyond the more mundane questions of test assembly and 
creates a new focus for language testing research: the item writer as a complex social actor 
and item writing as an important site of critical inquiry.

For a long time, it has been argued that an item or task should test a particular ability or 
skill in isolation so that scores are not contaminated. By “contamination,” the critics meant 
(for example) that an ability to read should not cause a score on a speaking or writing test to 
vary. Recently, however, there has been a renewed interest in integrated items. The rationale 
is that such items more precisely reflect the kinds of holistic tasks that are undertaken in the 
“real world.” Students do not simply write essays from prompts. They read texts, listen to 
lectures, discuss ideas, and then come to the writing task. In this revised Chapter 21, Pla-
kans addresses the issues of complex constructs, how they are operationalized in integrated 
tasks, and the problems surrounding score interpretation. She provides new illustrations of 
integrated task types and updates us on the important research that has been carried out in 
recent years. The evolution and increased adoption of these task types will make integrated 
assessment a prolific area of research for many years to come.

In Chapter 22, Cohen updates his cutting-edge discussion of test-taker strategies. Cen-
tral to the discussion is how, and to what extent, strategy use is part of the construct being 
assessed or something that fundamentally undermines our ability to make meaningful infer-
ences about ability from test responses and scores. In the descriptive and historical parts of 
the chapter, Cohen adds to what we have learned about test-taking strategies, including the 
social element of their nature. He adds extensively to the list of new studies on test-taking 
strategies, providing an overview of advances in the field. The major new contribution to the 
debate comes with the new concept test-deviousness strategies and the role of these strate-
gies in subverting valid score interpretation. This is a more accurate term than test-wiseness 
for strategies designed to result in higher scores without a corresponding increase in the con-
struct of interest. In debunking much of what has proved less than useful in strategy research 
and setting us on a firmer path, Cohen has produced a chapter that is essential reading for 
anyone planning to undertake research in this area.

Section 7 Prototyping and field tests

Language test development has many commonalities with other areas of human endeavour 
that involve design. There is first an idea or thinking stage, followed by a stage in which 
those ideas are made more concrete through plans, specifications, and models. Developing 
a prototype is a fundamental step – often, this is the first point at which an idea is made 
tangible: an important means of communicating the design to a wider audience. In language 
testing, prototyping can often be a challenging step in the design process – full of trial and 
error – but it is also the point at which language test development can be exciting, as a new 
task comes to fruition, and theoretical potential is realised. In Chapter 23, Nissan and Park 
provide a clear overview of how these processes work at Educational Testing Service, giv-
ing some real examples of prototyping and talking through the various methods involved in 
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determining how to revise a task and whether to take it through to the next stage. As with 
other chapters in this collection, Nissan and Park point toward the increasing importance of 
digital technology in prototyping. This chapter will be of great interest to anyone involved 
in test design or anyone who wants to understand the role of design in tests.

Chapter 24 by Kremmel, Eberharter, and Holzknecht replaces and updates Chapter 20 
in the first edition of the Handbook by Kenyon and MacGregor. They have ensured that the 
processes and practices so successfully described in the first chapter are still present, but 
they have added to the discussion with their own test development experience in Europe. 
This chapter, like the one before it, is essential reading for test developers. The simple rea-
son, as the authors explain, is that there is a dearth of literature on pre-operational processes 
that must be carried out before a test is used to make important decisions. All too often, tests 
and assessments are written quickly and go straight into operational use without all the qual-
ity controls that this chapter so adeptly describes. Together with the contribution of Nissan 
and Park, we are provided with comprehensive test development guidance.

Chapter 25 – written by John Read – retains the dual focus that it had in the first edition 
of the Handbook. On the one hand, it is about the practice and process of piloting tests and 
so complements the new chapter by Kremmel et al., and the updated chapter by Nissan 
and Park. However, it does this from the perspective of vocabulary testing. Vocabulary 
testing continues to evolve as a very distinct discipline within language testing, and the 
more widespread use of corpora (see Cushing, this volume) has only added to the number 
of vocabulary studies being conducted. Vocabulary tests remain widely used as placement 
instruments and for research into how the brain stores lexical items and meaning. It is there-
fore crucial that these tests are piloted with care, and as John Read observes, the literature 
really does not tell us how piloting is carried out. With reference to the word associates 
format, he guides the reader through the process of piloting a vocabulary test and, in the 
process, provides us with a generic template for piloting other tests as well. The new chap-
ter is updated with current literature, making it an invaluable resource for all vocabulary 
test researchers.

Section 8 Measurement theory in language testing

Perhaps the oldest psychometric toolkit available to language testing is CTT, or classical 
test theory. In Chapter 26, J. D. Brown reminds us that these tools are not obsolete. CTT is 
in widespread and perhaps pervasive use because it provides test developers with a means 
to carefully monitor the contribution of each test item to the overall test score distribution. 
The assumptions underlying modern test theory are essentially the same as those in CTT, 
and it is arguably the case that CTT offers insights that we have lost in some of the statisti-
cal determinism that can accompany more recent innovations in statistical analysis. This 
treatment of the “classical” toolbox is not only highly relevant to current practice; it is also 
essential for all language testers to gain an understanding of how we use statistical analysis 
in language testing research and design.

Item response theory (IRT) and many-facet Rasch measurement (MFRM) are now com-
monplace methods in language testing research. Aspiring testers are encouraged to learn 
these techniques in order both to be able to use these statistics in their research and devel-
opment work and to develop a critical statistical literacy for reading and evaluating the 
research literature of the field. For those with little background in these methods, a daunting 
question is often “Where do I start?” Ockey’s updated Chapter 27 in the second edition of 
the Handbook is a model of clarity. This is a perfect entry point for anyone interested in the 
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fundamental concepts in IRT and MFRM and provides an excellent discussion of issues for 
those already familiar with these approaches. Ockey includes coverage of recent literature 
and provides direction for interested readers to continue exploring the area. We encourage 
anyone with an interest in IRT and MFRM to dip into Ockey’s chapter for an up-to-date 
overview.

In a similar way to Ockey’s chapter, Chapter 28 on reliability by Yan and Fan renders 
a topic difficult to understand into a model of clarity. Their treatment of essential concepts 
in all measurement is completely accessible, and so when they go on to look at the five 
commonly used reliability coefficients, the reader is able to understand the type of measure-
ment error that each one addresses with ease. But the chapter is not just a comprehensible 
overview of reliability. The authors offer new insights into the theoretical place of reliability 
within language testing and educational measurement with a nuanced treatment of its role 
and meaning in measurement paradigms. Far too often, reliability is treated simply as the 
application of psychometric technique. The authors’ understanding of this topic is far too 
deep for such a fallacy to remain unchallenged. This chapter is set to become a classic in the 
field and should be read by researchers in educational measurement and behavioural science 
research more generally.

The Measurement section is rounded off by Chapter 29, in which Galaczi and Lim pro-
vide a thoughtful consideration of the very human factors that go into making judgments 
about performance. Notwithstanding current research into automated scoring (see the chap-
ter by Xi, as well as the discussion here), it remains the case that communication takes place 
between complex biological beings, and deciding whether that communication is successful 
for a particular purpose is a task best suited to human inference. The authors set out some 
of the threats to sound inference and agreement between humans and describe the range of 
scoring options that have been devised to address concerns. But they argue, correctly, that 
there is no single solution and that there is no such thing as a scoring mechanism that is uni-
versally “good.” Nevertheless, the research that has led us to where we are allows Galaczi 
and Lim to set out suggestions for practice that will be of benefit to all who are tasked with 
designing a scoring system for a performance test.

Section 9 Technology in language testing

Automated scoring systems are on the rise in language testing, extending from their use in 
high-stakes testing to more low-stakes classroom applications (e.g., automated writing eval-
uators [AWEs]). Their utility is obvious: they can bypass the need for human raters, allow-
ing for the processing of large volumes of speaking and writing performances, at great speed 
and with a very quick turnaround for results. This is not just an economic argument; human 
raters bring with them biases that can impact scoring, and automated systems can main-
tain consistency in a way that is difficult for humans. Automated scoring, though, brings 
unique challenges with respect to validity. As Xi puts it in Chapter 30, “an automated scor-
ing system is not just a case of replacing the human rater; rather, the system interacts with 
the other assessment components in complex ways.” In her updated chapter, Xi outlines 
the validity issues associated with automated scoring, highlighting key questions that need 
to be addressed in supporting their use in operational testing. Xi also raises a fascinating 
discussion point: what sort of AI (artificial intelligence) literacy is required for stakeholders 
to engage with automated scoring systems, to understand their workings, and to critique 
their design? Relating to this point is the general issue of transparency. It remains to be seen 
how producers of automated scoring systems will grapple with balancing transparency and 
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proprietary knowledge. In the interests of stakeholders, we hope that the balance is toward 
the former.

Working through the chapters that were revised or newly written for this second edi-
tion, there was one that stood out as a common cross-reference: computer-based testing by 
Sawaki. Digital technology and computer-based testing are major themes across the whole 
collection. This is not necessarily related to the influence of the pandemic; most first drafts 
of chapters were produced prior to its onset, demonstrating that technology was already a 
major concern for language testers, weaving its way into a range of topics. However, the 
pandemic has increased the relevance of the focus on computer-based testing and ampli-
fied many of the issues that were already in train. Against this backdrop, Sawaki was given 
the unenviable task of encapsulating the current state of play in just one chapter. We think 
she has done a truly admirable job. Chapter 31 moves through the historical trajectory of 
computer-based testing before tackling some current issues. There is coverage here of more 
conventional comparative research (computer-based versus paper-based), as well as the 
novel and innovative uses of technology through virtual reality and spoken dialog systems. 
Similar to other authors, Sawaki sees potential for technology to connect assessment with 
learning more effectively. The chapter ends with a call for more collaboration with others 
outside the field to best harness the potential of technology. We agree with this sentiment 
and will look forward to future interdisciplinary work that explores computer-based testing 
from all angles: educational, technical, social, and ethical.

In deciding on new chapters for the second edition of the Handbook, one non-negotiable 
inclusion was a chapter on corpus linguistics and language testing. In the past 10 to 15 years, 
corpus approaches have become so commonplace in the practices of language testers that, as 
Cushing says in this chapter, “it would be almost unthinkable now to develop a large-scale 
language test without referring to corpus data.” There are various ways in which corpora 
can be used in language testing. In Chapter 32, Cushing explains very clearly the various 
common methods of corpus linguistics and demonstrates the utility of corpus approaches for 
language testers. Some of the key applications include describing the domain of language 
use, determining features of performance across levels, and providing evidence to support 
extrapolation inferences. Corpora are not without their limitations, though, and language 
testers need to become not only corpus conversant, but also corpus critical. Cushing further 
points out that corpus techniques are closely interconnected with automated scoring sys-
tems. For that reason, language testers are encouraged to work together with computational 
linguists to create better corpora to inform scoring models.

Section 10 Ethics, Fairness, and Policy

The updated Chapter 33 by Walters incorporates fairness and ethics, which were separate 
chapters in the first edition of the Handbook. Building on the previous chapter by Davies, 
Walters incorporates a discussion and definition of the various ethical positions that lan-
guage testers have adopted. The discussion of fairness then sits within the framework estab-
lished. The chapter also treats a currently unresolved philosophical question: how is fairness 
different from validity? To close the chapter, Walters still leaves the reader with several 
carefully constructed exercises that help them relate the concepts and frameworks to their 
own assessment contexts.

Standards are endemic in all walks of life. Language education and testing have attempted 
to emulate what happens in industry. While analogy is a tenuous basis for a rationale, the 
fact is that creating and promoting language standards has become an industry. In this 



Editorial

13

masterly review and analysis, Deygers classifies standards into three types: educational per-
formance indicators, proficiency frameworks, and institutionalized language tests. Chap-
ter 34 describes each in turn and presents us with use, research, and critique. This is an area 
that cuts across policy, theory, research, and practice. So it is not surprising that it is highly 
controversial. Deygers is a sure guide to potential pitfalls and opportunities.

Language tests are developed across a variety of contexts. Many well-known tests are 
produced by large commercial or nonprofit organisations, with teams of staff working on 
assessment development, rating, research, and marketing. Other tests are developed by 
small teams of teachers with little support from their institutions. Each case presents dif-
ferent challenges for maintaining quality. In the case of smaller teams, it may be a lack of 
resources (both material and human) with few opportunities for conducting post hoc analy-
sis of results. For larger providers, it is the complexity of the organisation itself: keeping 
track of who is doing what, ensuring communications are clear, avoiding “silo thinking,” 
and so on. Saville and McElwee provide an updated version of an important chapter focus-
ing on quality management in language testing. Combining the approaches of management 
science with language testing’s typical focus on validity, Chapter 35 provides a useful tem-
plate for test developers of all sizes to consider their own quality control procedures.

In the final chapter, we provide an epilogue to the volume as a whole. The first edition 
of the Handbook did not contain an epilogue; Fulcher and Davidson were satisfied to let 
the chapters have the final say. We maintain this stance, and our epilogue is not intended 
to critique or question the arguments put forth in the collection. Rather, we wanted to use 
the epilogue to reflect on themes and issues that we noticed emerging across the collection 
of chapters from our vantage point as editors. Or, to use a musical analogy, we wanted to 
riff on the multi-layered tracks laid down by our collaborators. From this perspective, we 
identify four key themes: (1) the increasing role of technology, (2) connecting assessment 
with learning, (3) grappling with complexity, and (4) theorising the socio-political nature of 
language testing. And having identified and discussed these themes, we offer some predic-
tions for the direction of travel in the field as a whole. We end the epilogue by reiterating a 
call made by Fulcher and Davidson (2007) for a shift toward effect-driven testing. Under-
standing the scope and nature of the field, however, is the necessary precursor for predicting 
such effects. A volume of this kind tells us where we have been and where we need to go.
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Studies on the accommodations for ELLs have identified at least 73 different types of accommodations that
are used by different states, many of which are adopted from the pool of accommodations created and used
for students with disabilities and may not be relevant for this group of students. ELL students need
assistance in the language of instruction and assessment to assimilate successfully into the mainstream
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Alderson, J. C. , Clapham, C. and Wall, D. (1995). Language Test Construction and Evaluation. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press. Chapters 2 and 3 of this volume have useful information on test specs,
item types, and item writing. Their practical tips include (1) specs need to be adjusted to different audiences
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Test-taking strategies and task design 
Bowles, M. A. (2010). The Think-Aloud Controversy in Second Language Research. Abingdon, UK:
Routledge. The book deals with the validity and use of respondents’ verbal reports during the performance of
language tasks. After presenting theoretical background and empirical research on the validity of think
alouds, the author gives an overview of how think alouds have been used in L2 language research, as well
as a meta-analysis of findings from studies involving think alouds on verbal tasks. The volume also offers
guidance regarding the practical issues of data collection and analysis. 
Brown, J. D. (ed.). (2013). New Ways of Classroom Assessment. Revised. ERIC ED549559 (396 pp.).
Alexandria, VA: Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages. While not focused on test-taking
strategies per se, the volume constitutes a compendium of everyday classroom assessment activities that
provide a way of observing or scoring students’ performances and giving feedback that is meant to inform
students and teachers about the effectiveness of the teaching and learning taking place. Each activity comes
with suggestions as to how to give feedback in the form of a score or other information (e.g., notes in the
margin, written prose reactions, oral critiques, teacher conferences). Many of the entries utilize other
possible feedback perspectives aside from that of the teacher: namely, self-assessment, peer assessment,
and outsider assessment – often used in conjunction with teacher assessment. One entry on “Preparing
students for tests” by Alastair Allan (pp. 205–09) expressly deals with what I would term test-deviousness
strategies. Although not necessarily calling upon the teacher to be a collaborator in the assessment process
as does dynamic assessment (Poehner, 2007, 2008) the assessment activities in this volume are more
aligned with DA than are traditional language assessment activities. For table of contents, go to
www.tesol.org/read-and-publish/bookstore/toc/NW_classroomassessmentrevised_TOC (accessed April 14,
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