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Y alidity is an evolving concept. Initially, it refers mainly
to predictive validity or concurrent validity. The next
stage of development is characterized by so called Holy
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Abstract

The Test for English Majors Band 8 (shortened as TEM 8)
is a large scale nationwide criterion—referenced test for English
majors in mainland China. Since its inception, Tem 8
underwent several modifications. The latest modification
answering for the new requirements of The 2000 Curriculum
for English teaching was made in the TEM 8 Syllabus in 2004.
The 2005 version of TEM 8 is the first of its kind designed in
line with the new TEM 8 test syllabus. This version
substantiated the all major modifications in construct domain,
testing time, test content, test formats, relative weight of subtest
scores for listening, reading and writing. In short, a new subtest
was added and testing time shorted and cognitive load
increased. The newly added subtest is the general knowledge,
which covers the fields of general linguistics, English and
American literature and knowledge of major English speaking
countries. Whether such modifications will result in
psychometrically acceptable features and whether the test does
test what it purports to measure remains unanswered. Moreover,
it is generally acknowledged that the more a test is of high
stakes in nature, the more demanding the validation should be
for the test. TEM 8 is by nature a high stakes test. Therefore, a
timely validation endeavor on TEM 8 in line with the state—of
—art theoretical validity framework is of significance both
theoretically and practically.

This research embodies two main aims: one is to review
and evaluate the literature concerning unitary validity in the
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perspectives of ontology, epistemology and methodology in the
hope of providing relevant rationale for the validation argument.
The second aim is, in line with unitary validity, to provide
empirical ( statistical ) evidence to the score interpretation to
the objectively scored items in TEM 8 ( 2005 version ). Due to
the many unclaimed testing etror variance in subjective items,
the study analyzed only the objective subtest data, namely,
listening component in MC, reading comprehension in MC, and
general knowledge in MC, taking up 40% of the total score.
There are four questions in this regard. What are the
psychometric properties of the objective items like? Are the
tested traits ( or dimensions ) consistent with what is expected
in the test specifications? Do the scores of objectively scored
items mean the same across different population groups? Does
the subtest of general knowledge demonstrate substantial test
bias?

For the above two aims, two research methods are used.
Literature review is conducted in reviewing and evaluating the
theoretical issues of validity and validation. Statistical analysis
is employed for interpreting the dimensions and meaning of
scores for TEM 8 objective items.

Validity is an evolving concept. Initially, it refers mainly to
predictive validity or concurrent validity. The next stage of
development is characterized by so called Holy Trilogy
( content validity, criterion—related validity, construct validity ).
At present, Validity is an integrated evaluative judgment of the
degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales
support the adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and
actions based on test scores or other modes of assessment. Put
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it simply, validity refers the degree that test score interpretation
confirm to the construct or test purpose. As a unitary concept
embracing multiple facets, validity means a comprehensive
concept—construct validity, in stead of many types of validity in
traditional sense. The meaning of scores for construct validity
resides in score—based inference. The key issues of test validity
are interpretability, relevance, utility of score, value
implications of scores as a basis of action, and the functional
worth of score in terms of social consequences resulted of their
use. There are two kinds of threats to validity: construct
underpresentation and irrelevant test variance. The former
indicates that the test is too namow and fails to include
important dimensions or facets of the constructs. The later
means that the test contains excess reliable variance that is
irrelevant to the interpreted construct. There are two types of
irrelevant test variance in language achievement testing:
construct—irrelevant difficulty and construct—irrelevant easiness.
Generally, construct—irrelevant difficulty leads to construct
scores that are invalidly low for those individuals adversely
affected.

The nature of unitarity by no means implies that
validation can not be conducted from various facets
operationally. Messick distinguishes 6 kinds of components for
validity. They are content component, structural component,
substantive component, external component, generalizability
component and social consequence component. In effect, these
six aspects function as general validity criterion or standards for
all educational and psychological measurement, including
performance measurement. The content aspect of construct

Xii



Abstract

validity  includes evidence of content relevance,
representativeness and technical quality. The substantive aspect
refers to theoretical rationale for the observed consistence in
test responses along with empirical evidence that the theoretical
processes are actually engaged by respondents in assessment
tasks. The structure aspect appraises the fidelity of the scoring
structure to the structure of the construct domain. The
generalizability aspect examines the extent to which score
properties and interpretations generalize to and across
population groups, settings and tasks. The external aspect
includes convergent and discriminant evidence from multitrait
multimethods comparison as well as criterion relevance and
applied utility. The consequential aspect appraises the value
implications of score interpretation as the basis for action as
well as the actual and potential consequences of test use,
especially in regard of sources of invalidity related to issues of
bias, fairness and distributive justice.

Validation can be viewed as developing a scientifically
sound validity argument to support the intended interpretation
of test scores and their relevance to the proposed use. The
process of validation involves accumulating evidence to
provide a sound scientific basis for the proposed interpretation.
Validation logically begins with an explicit statement of the
proposed interpretation of scores, along with a rationale for the
relevance of the interpretation to the proposed use. The
proposed interpretation refers to the construct or concepts the
test is intended to measure. Validation in nature is an unending
process rather than a procedure. Therefore, evidence from
various sources is imperative: qualitative and quantitative
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evidence, evidence for proving and refuting. Different sources
of evidence are often interwoven. Moreover, validation is
use—specific. When test score are used or interpreted in more
than one way, each intended use or interpretation must be
validated. Test developer and test user share joint responsibility
in validation. The test developer is responsible for furnishing
relevant evidence and rationale in support of the intended test
use. The test user is ultimately responsible for evaluating the
evidence in particular setting in which the test is to be used.
Validation begins at the test constructing, not at the last stage of
test development.

Construct invariance is the focus of this research. It
involves the comparability of score interpretation across
population groups. Operationally, construct across population
groups is comparable when the test demonstrates the same
constructs or hypothetical traits or dimensions across
population groups, or when the construct is measured to similar
extent of accuracy across population groups. Construct
invariance, a type of evidence for score generalizabilty,
function as evidence, along with test bias detection, for test
fairness.

The study utilized a unitary approach to evaluate the
construct validity of TEM 8 (2005version) . The sample
consisted of 96696 examinees of five populations taking TEM8
in 2005. Of all examinees, 14977 are from comprehensive
universities, 25728 from polytechnic universities, 35965 from
normal universities, 11510 from universities of international
studies and 8516 from else universities.

The study into TEM 8 is confined exclusively to empirical



