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Chapier One

Introduction

1.1 Rationale for the study

Given the popularity of language testing practice and the importance
of test results for testers and testees nowadays, it has often been wondered
if international language testing services can guarantee that student essays
written in a foreign language in very diverse learning contexts and rated
and scored by many different locally-based raters are rated and scored in
the same way. How can such tests, like IELTS or TOEFL, ensure that
all test-takers are treated in exactly the same way? Do all raters base their
rating on the same performance construct? Do they all assign scores with
the same degree of lenience or strictness? It is exactly these questions that
constitute the rationale for this study. In order to provide some background
for answering these questions, it is necessary to begin with a brief review of
the historical development of language testing practice itself.

Like the feature of the development of any entities, language
assessment practice has also evolved from a pre-scientific stage when
only the content of teaching was assessed. It was not until the 1960s that

language assessment developed into a large-scaled, industrialized and



