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Introduction

Globalization and the trend of world events, along with shifts in economic power have begun to very noticeably affect interest levels in foreign language learning in the past decade. Human migration and cross-border economic interests within the Asia-Pacific region as well as beyond it, have intensified the fervor of individuals and governments to see and measure results in language learning. Many APEC member economies have understood for several decades the value of having facility in a second or even third language, especially those for whom English is not a primary mother tongue. However, in recent years, even those APEC economies whose citizens primarily communicate in English have begun to emphasize and facilitate the learning of foreign languages. Investment in language programs is made with an expectation of return on investment. The degree to which this return is realized is measured by language assessment tools. Having accurate and reliable assessment tools available allows individuals and economies to make wise investment decisions, whether it be time, energy, finances or other resources.

The setting and assessing of standards for the learning of English and other foreign languages has become a shared concern of many around the world. APEC economies have been pooling some of their resources to address this concern for several years now. In 2004, a summit was held in Beijing China, bringing together senior policy makers and specialist researchers for an in-depth look at exemplary instructional methods and curriculum suitable for a variety of language learning purposes. Dr. Patricia Duff of the University of British Columbia led off with a paper on Foreign Language Policies, Research and Educational Possibilities: A Western Perspective. From the East, Professor Chen Lin of the Beijing Foreign Studies University presented A Report on Policies and Reform, Progress and Challenges and Future Directions: CHINA’S ELT AT SCHOOL TODAY.
A Strategic Plan for English Language/Foreign Language Learning was adopted in April 2004 at the 3rd APEC Education Ministerial Meeting in Santiago, Chile. Among other things, it called for APEC economies to learn from the European experience, to enhance quality of teaching by setting polices for language teacher standards and recognized that testing and evaluation are crucial mechanisms to ensure and improve learning achievement. The strategic plan noted that, given the costliness of large-scale comprehensive language tests, pooling of resources to create suitable semi-direct oral proficiency tests and/or limited-scale multi-skill proficiency tests appropriate for various populations in many economies would be desirable. 

A survey of APEC economies conducted in advance of the 2004 Beijing summit revealed that as of late 2003, only seven reported having fluency standards for English teachers to ensure a minimum acceptable level and only two of those aligned standards for teachers with international standards, as described by the Association of Language Testers in Europe (ALTE). Participants in the Summit recommended joint research to define clear standards for teachers and appropriate systems for testing language teachers’ language proficiency as well as defining and measuring clear standards for students’ learning of English and other foreign languages. This rather unique distinction between English as a foreign language and other foreign languages reflects the reality of APEC, where English is the primary foreign language of focus in 80% of the economies and other languages (such as Spanish, Japanese, Chinese, German, French, …) collectively make up the remaining focus. 

Subsequently Chile and Chinese Taipei put forth this current project within the APEC Education Network (EDNET) to begin research on Language Standards and their Assessment specifically focused on benefit to the APEC economies. The deliverables from this project will include this background research paper, a statistical report on the current foreign language standards and assessment status throughout APEC economies, specialists’ papers and practioners’ case study reports. The primary purpose of this background research paper is provide a comprehensive literature review and discussion of results from a survey of current practices in the setting and assessing of foreign language standards for teachers and learners in the APEC region.

i. English
I. Conceptual Frameworks for setting and assessing English language standards
Two important social trends began to profoundly affect language testing at the end of the 1970’s and in the early 1980’s. First, waves of immigration, particularly to the Western world, meant that millions of people were using second and third languages in their places of work. It became obvious that some universal and objective standards for language ability were necessary if language skills were going to have effects as wide-ranging as safety in the job place to upward mobility in society. Second, national boundaries were breaking down, particularly in Europe, as people increasingly possessed the economic means to study, pursue careers, or even start businesses in foreign countries. Language testing was forced to become accountable to industry, government, and private individuals as it began to affect the vital interests of such players. 
Assessment scales were able to meet the needs of the new global world in two ways. First, they provided a standard for defining and measuring language proficiency independent of specific languages and cultural contexts, opening up the possibility that the scores for tests of different languages to be anchored on the same set of standards (Bachman and Savignon, 380). Second, assessment scales developed alongside a new “proficiency movement” that was gaining strength at the beginning of the 1980’s. In the modern world, the “proficiency” proponents argued, it was no longer satisfactory to measure what learners knew about language, but to also measure what they could do with language. It excited language educators that through the new scales, language outcomes could be measured against a common metric, and that it was possible to accurately and objectively predict the degree of success with which an individual could handle language in a variety of situations (Omaggio, 330).

This section discusses three important and influential assessment scales, the “ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines” revised and published in the US in 1999, the “Common European Framework of Reference: Learning, Teaching, Assessment” published in 2001, and the Canadian Language Benchmarks published in 2000. In addition to introducing the structure and unique features of each scale, we will discuss some of the inherent strengths and weaknesses in language scales.

ACTFL Speaking Proficiency Guidelines

The ACTFL Guidelines had a long gestation. During the Second World War, the United States faced unprecedented contact with foreign languages and cultures, and its military was forced to hastily set up programs in difficult languages like Japanese, Chinese, and Russian. The exhilarating successes of some of these programs combined with the realization that the US had not paid sufficient attention to language education in the first half of the 20th Century resulted in a preoccupation with foreign language through the 1950’s. The origins of the ACTFL Guidelines trace back to this period when, in 1952, the US Secretary of State Dean Acheson called on the Dean of the Language School of the Foreign Service Institute to create a set of criteria that could measure the foreign language proficiency of government employees (Stansfield).

In the following years, the Foreign Service Institute developed a radical new language assessment model. While previous language tests focused on achievement and the understanding of discrete points involving language, the FSI designed a simple 0-5 six-point scale ranging from no functional proficiency (0) to native-like proficiency (5), with each rank in the scale briefly and unambiguously defined in prose form. Furthermore, students did not face an examination under dry classroom conditions but took a face-to-face oral interview which simulated use of the target language under real-life conditions. 

The FSI scale subsequently appeared in various incarnations and was adopted in many US government agencies, including the Peace Corps and even NATO. An Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) finally appeared in 1985 which included full descriptions of the “plus” levels that had developed over the years. And an adaptation of the ILR designed for academic purposes, the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, were published in 1986 (Herzog, ILR). It is to the ACTFL Guidelines, revised most recently in 1999, to which we turn our attention now.

Because the ACTFL Guidelines were intended primarily for use in colleges and universities, the authors of the 1986 ACTFL Guidelines conflated the top three levels of the ILR, and created a broad category called the Superior Level. They further expanded the lower levels of the ILR (ILR 0-1), creating expanded sublevels of competency, which allowed the scale to target levels of ability that most adult learners attained, and that best matched the levels of learners of language for academic purposes. The 1999 revision broke with tradition and presented the guidelines in descending, rather than ascending order. The top-down offered the advantages of emphasizing that each level was closely related to the one found above it, and framed the language learning process in a more positive way. Furthermore, the full prose descriptions of each level were preceded by clearly delineated “thumbnail sketches,” which provided readers with a general understanding of the features of language used at each level and sub-level. The thumbnail sketches are provided in the chart below.

The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines C Speaking

	Superior
	Speakers at the Superior level are able to communicate in the language with accuracy and fluency in order to participate fully and effectively in conversations on a variety of topics in formal and informal settings from both concrete and abstract perspectives. They discuss their interests and special fields of competence, explain complex matters in detail, and provide lengthy and coherent narrations, all with ease, fluency, and accuracy. They explain their opinions on a number of topics of importance to them, such as social and political issues, and provide structured argument to support their opinions. They are able to construct and develop hypotheses to explore alternative possibilities. When appropriate, they use extended discourse without unnaturally lengthy hesitation to make their point, even when engaged in abstract elaborations. Such discourse, while coherent, may still be influenced by the Superior speakers' own language patterns, rather than those of the target language.

	Advanced High
	Speakers at the Advanced-High level perform all Advanced-level tasks with linguistic ease, confidence, and competence. They are able to consistently explain in detail and narrate fully and accurately in all time frames. In addition, Advanced-High speakers handle the tasks pertaining to the Superior level but cannot sustain performance at that level across a variety of topics. They can provide a structured argument to support their opinions, and they may construct hypotheses, but patterns of error appear. They can discuss some topics abstractly, especially those relating to their particular interests and special fields of expertise, but in general, they are more comfortable discussing a variety of topics concretely.  

	Advanced Mid
	Speakers at the Advanced-Mid level are able to handle with ease and confidence a large number of communicative tasks. They participate actively in most informal and some formal exchanges on a variety of concrete topics relating to work, school, home, and leisure activities, as well as to events of current, public, and personal interest or individual relevance.

	Advanced Low
	Speakers at the Advanced-Low level are able to handle a variety of communicative tasks, although somewhat haltingly at times. They participate actively in most informal and a limited number of formal conversations on activities related to school, home, and leisure activities and, to a lesser degree, those related to events of work, current, public, and personal interest or individual relevance.

	Intermediate High
	Intermediate-High speakers are able to converse with ease and confidence when dealing with most routine tasks and social situations requiring an exchange of basic information related to work, school, recreation, particular interests and areas of competence, though hesitation and errors may be evident.

	Intermediate Mid
	Speakers at the Intermediate-Mid level are able to handle successfully a variety of uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightforward social situations. Conversation is generally limited to those predictable and concrete exchanges necessary for survival in the target culture; these include personal information covering self, family, home, daily activities, interests and personal preferences, as well as physical and social needs, such as food, shopping, travel and lodging.

	Intermediate Low
	Speakers at the Intermediate-Low level are able to handle successfully a limited number of uncomplicated communicative tasks by creating with the language in straightforward social situations. Conversation is restricted to some of the concrete exchanges and predictable topics necessary for survival in the target language culture. These topics relate to basic personal information covering, for example, self and family, some daily activities and personal preferences, as well as to some immediate needs, such as ordering food and making simple purchases. At the Intermediate-Low level, speakers are primarily reactive and struggle to answer direct questions or requests for information, but they are also able to ask a few appropriate questions.

	Novice High
	Speakers at the Novice-High level are able to handle a variety of tasks pertaining to the Intermediate level, but are unable to sustain performance at that level. They are able to manage successfully a number of uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightforward social situations. Conversation is restricted to a few of the predictable topics necessary for survival in the target language culture, such as basic personal information, basic objects and a limited number of activities, preferences and immediate needs. Novice-High speakers respond to simple, direct questions or requests for information; they are able to ask only a very few formulaic questions when asked to do so. 

	Novice Mid
	Speakers at the Novice-Mid level communicate minimally and with difficulty by using a number of isolated words and memorized phrases limited by the particular context in which the language has been learned. When responding to direct questions, they may utter only two or three words at a time or an occasional stock answer. They pause frequently as they search for simple vocabulary or attempt to recycle their own and their interlocutor’s words. Because of hesitations, lack of vocabulary, inaccuracy, or failure to respond appropriately, Novice-Mid speakers may be understood with great difficulty even by sympathetic interlocutors accustomed to dealing with non-natives. When called on to handle topics by performing functions associated with the Intermediate level, they frequently resort to repetition, words from their native language, or silence.

	Novice Low
	Speakers at the Novice-Low level have no real functional ability and, because of their pronunciation, they may be unintelligible. Given adequate time and familiar cues, they may be able to exchange greetings, give their identity, and name a number of familiar objects from their immediate environment. They are unable to perform functions or handle topics pertaining to the Intermediate level, and cannot therefore participate in a true conversational exchange.


The ACTFL guidelines proved enormously popular right from when the first ACTFL proficiency descriptions appeared in 1982. An early review of the Guidelines in the Modern Language Journal article clearly shows the attractive features of the new scale. “[The Guidelines] are experientially, rather than theoretically based; that is, they describe the way language learners and acquirers typically function along the whole range of possible levels of competence, rather than prescribe the way any given theorist thinks learners ought to function. Because the descriptions represent actual rather than hypothetical language production, we can amend our expectations for our learners’ linguistic and communicative development to conform to reality…. A second reason for using these descriptions to organize instruction is that they are progressive in nature. Knowing what competencies lie at the next level will help us sequence materials to conform to natural developmental patterns in adult second-language learners and prepare them for making progress (Omaggio, 331-332).

In the following decades, the scale proved that it was grounded in communicative language, and the level ranges were small enough to register progress in the early stages of language learning, which was important for motivating learners in academic contexts. The scale showed itself to be flexible and open enough to be adapted to languages other than English. Additionally, the ACTFL guidelines were not only widely used in North America, but proved to be a valuable model for other scales. The Common European Framework, the scale which will be discussed in the next section, was one such successful scale partially based on the Guidelines.

Common European Framework of Reference: Learning, Teaching, Assessment

The CEF was published in 2001 by the Council of Europe, and soon became an important reference document for language testing in Europe. Like the ACTFL guidelines, the CEF developed over a period of several decades, so its historically development is worth briefly noting here.

In the 1970’s the COE began evaluating the possibility for a European credit scheme for language learning related to fixed points on a framework. The first of these fixed points, the Threshold Level, was published in 1985, and was intended as a statement of what a language learner needed to be able to do communicate independently in a target language (Fulcher, 256). The final version appeared in 2001, making the development of the CEF roughly concurrent with that of the ACTFL guidelines.

The CEF was developed with the broad goal of European unity and harmony in mind, developing out of a Council of Europe project entitled, “Language Learning for European Citizenship.” However, the more express purpose of the CEF was to “1) promote and facilitate cooperation among educational institutions in different countries; 2) provide a basis for mutual recognition of language specifications; and 3) assist learners, teachers, course designers, examining bodies, and educational administrators to situate and coordinate their efforts” (Hudson, 216).

The makers of the CEF took full advantage of previously existing scales. They first comprehensively surveyed over 30 assessment scales, and the contents of the reviewed scales were broken up into sentences. As the sentences were gradually grouped together, six categories began to develop. Then some 2000 potential descriptors were analyzed by teachers in workshops based on duplication and desirability, which were then evaluated against videotaped performances, and then statistically calibrated and ordered hierarchically (Hudson, 217).

Common European Framework

	Proficient User
	C2
	Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation. Can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

	
	C1
	Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions. Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

	Independent User
	B2
	Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options.

	
	B1
	Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken. Can produce simple connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest. Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes and ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.

	Basic User
	A2
	Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local geography, employment). Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine matters. Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

	
	A1
	Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can introduce him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions about personal details such as where he/she lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.


Source: Council of Europe (http://www.coe.int/T/DG4/Portfolio/documents/0521803136txt.pdf)

Like the ACTFL Guidelines, the CEF is framed in positive terms. Rather than being based on variations in accent, intelligibility, coherency or other such potential barriers to successful communication, the CEF is a series of “can-do” statements which recognize the lower levels as having a place of functional importance in the language learning process (Hudson, 215). Likewise, the “native speaker” is not held up as the yardstick by which to measure progress in language learning.

Furthermore, the CEF positively reflects the diversity in the environment in which it developed. Because it was created for the use of the 46 member states in the Council of Europe, it describes the complete range of language skills that students studying English in the Netherlands, French in Ireland, or Russian in Sweden might possess. And the CEF has proved its flexibility when it was adapted to different assessment projects in Europe such as the European Language Portfolio in 2000 or the Association of Language Testers in Europe, an association providing foreign language examinations in 1999 (ALTE).

Canadian Language Benchmarks: English as a Second Language for Adults

The Canadian Language Benchmarks were created with a slightly different purpose than either the ACTFL Guidelines or the CEF. While the ACTFL Guidelines and the CEF were embraced first and foremost by institutions of higher education, the Canadian Language Benchmarks were designed to be applied in the workplace. Pauline McNaughton, Executive Director of Center for Canadian Language Benchmarks sees the importance of immigration in the following way. “Increasingly, employers are turning to internationally-educated professionals (ITP) to meet their demand for highly trained and skilled workers. Over 40% of immigrants arriving in the 1990s had at least 1 university degree compared to 22% of Canadians. This is good news for Canada, as our reliance on immigration grows” (McNaughton). The Benchmarks were created to deal with this new reality, where immigrants’ English as a Second Language ability was a resource which Canada could not afford to waste.

In 1992, the Canadian government funded a project to develop national language standards through Citizenship and Immigration Canada, after a series of consultations with experts in second language training and assessment showed that no assessment scales precisely fitted the needs of newcomers to Canada. In 1993, the CIG established the National Working Group on Language Benchmarks, and the first set of Language Benchmarks appeared in 1996. Some ten years on, the Canadian Language Benchmarks underpin the provincial and federal language training systems (Centre for Canadian Language Benchmarks).

The Benchmarks provide a set of descriptors of learners’ English levels in listening speaking, reading, and writing, with the descriptors set in the context of 12 Benchmarks. According to the Centre for Canadian Language Benchmarks, each benchmark contains 1) a global performance, or a short benchmark performance profile, 2) four competencies in social interaction, instructions, suasion (getting things done), and information, and 3) examples of communication tasks that may be used to demonstrate the required standard of proficiency (CCLB).  

Table: Organization of Canadian Language Benchmarks

	An Overview

	Benchmark
	Proficiency Level
	Speaking and Listening Competencies
	Reading Competencies
	Writing Competencies

	Stage 1: Basic Proficiency

	1
	Initial
	Creating/interpreting oral discourse in routine non-demanding contexts of language use in:

· Social interaction

· Instructions

· Suasion (getting things done))

· Information
	Interpreting simple texts:

· Social interaction texts

· Instructions

· Business/service texts

· Information texts
	Creating moderately complex texts: 

· Social interaction

· Recording information

· Business/service messages

· Presenting information

	2
	Developing
	
	
	

	3
	Adequate
	
	
	

	4
	Fluent
	
	
	

	Stage 2: Intermediate Proficiency

	5
	Initial
	Creating/interpreting oral discourse in moderately demanding contexts of language use in: 

· Social interaction

· Instructions

· Suasion (getting things done)

· Information
	Interpreting moderately complex texts:

· Social interaction texts

· Instructions

· Business/service texts

· Information texts
	Creating moderately complex texts:

· Social interaction

· Recording information

· Business/service messages presenting information/ideas

	6
	Developing
	
	
	

	7
	Adequate
	
	
	

	8
	Fluent
	
	
	

	Stage 3: Advanced Proficiency

	9
	Initial
	Creating/interpreting oral discourse in very demanding contexts of language use in:

· Social interaction

· Instructions

· Suasion (getting things done)

· Information)
	Interpreting complex and very complex texts:

· Social interaction texts

· Instructions

· Business/service texts

· Information texts
	Creating complex and very complex texts:

· Social interaction

· Recording information

· Business/service messages

· Presenting information/ideas

	10
	Developing
	
	
	

	11
	Adequate
	
	
	

	12
	Fluent
	
	
	


The Canadian Language Benchmarks, like the two previous scales, demonstrate a very functional view of language and describe what students can do with language in social or business contexts. And like the other scales, the Benchmarks are only partly based on academic theory, having developed through extensive consultation with teachers, learners, language assessment experts, and administrators. Nonetheless, the Benchmarks are unique in that they are an example of assessment scales that were created on a national level under the auspices of a government department to meet government needs. The Benchmarks also slightly change the focus of assessment scales. Rather than seeing language skills as a potential obstacle to communication or access to information, a tendency of institutions of higher education, the Benchmarks see second language ability as a national resource. 

Discussion

The ACTFL Guidelines has been meeting the needs of American institutions of higher education which attract many thousands of foreign students every year, and train many thousands of Americans in foreign languages. The Common European Framework has been adapting to the reality of increasingly porous borders in European countries and wide-ranging cultural and commercial interchange in Europe. The Canadian Language Benchmarks were created specifically to meet the needs of Canadian Immigration. What can we say about the successes and failures of assessment scales?

First, assessment scales are not without criticism. For example, Glenn Fulcher (2004) has accused the Common European Framework of having an overt social and political agenda. Just as the Council of Europe actively promotes a unified Europe, he argues, the CEF has the overtly political aim of creating a common view of European Citizenship (Hudson, 254). The foundation for the ACTFL Guidelines, the Interagency Language Roundtable scale was based on the norms of the native speaker. While the ACTFL Guidelines distanced themselves from this practice, the Guidelines have been accused of describing performance in terms of the perceptions of a native speaker (Vanderbilt, 36). Assessment scales have the tendency to prescribe norms which are not necessarily justified.

The scales have also been variously criticized based on their validity. No real empirical basis can be claimed by any of the scales for the descriptors, despite the role played by statistical analysis and academic theory in the creation of the scales. The ACTFL Guidelines have been criticized because no data has been released concerning how data for the Guidelines were collected (Hudson, 36). And questions about the universality of the scales often arise. The Canadian Language Benchmark scale is heavily reliant on details of performance conditions that are provided (Vandergrift, 39), which decreases the validity of the scale as it is applied in different contexts. Finally, questions are often raised about how well tests can actually be linked to the assessment scales. For example, Glenn Fulcher argues that linking to the CEF is mostly intuitive: Not only does the CEF lack a foundation theory and specific content specifications, the linked tests themselves often have no known reliability or theoretical basis (Fulcher, 261).

Nonetheless, the scales have much to offer. First, the scales have greatly simplified the language testing process. Though the varying levels of language learners have been discussed in explicit detail, they have been summarized into tables that easily fit onto one page. The scales are designed for not only teachers, but also for learners, and are easily accessible to non-experts. While academic research focuses on the complexities as well as the social and political nature of language learning, the express goal of the scale makers is transparency and simplicity. Paradoxically, perhaps it is the simplicity and explicitness of the scales that make them a target for criticism.

Assessment scales have also provided the foundation for testing for proficiency rather than achievement. In the decades since WWII, foreign languages have been in constant use not only in US, Europe and Canada, but all over the world. Even though the assessment scales mentioned above were largely geared for assessment involving English and European languages, they provide a solid foundation for how language proficiency is assessed in any context.

Finally, language assessment scales represent the condensed wisdom accumulated by language educators over decades. Though language scales really only began to be applied on a broad scale at the end of the 20th century, they trace back to innovations begun by the US Foreign Services in the 1950’s. Similarly, assessment scales weren’t developed in a laboratory, but represent the close cooperation of administrators, academics, teachers and learners.
II. English Language Assessment Instruments

The previous section introduced some widely used language scales in existence, and this section describes some specific English language tests. 

Technological advancement of the last two decades has led to the advent of computer- and web-based language testing applications, a huge variety of testing formats and procedures, and increasingly sophisticated means of scoring and analysis (Bachman, 3). Since the purpose of this paper is to familiarize the general reader with the language testing tools in wide use, we only discuss a small fraction of the tests in existence, and do not touch on the technical complexities of say, reliability and validity, nor tackle the complicated development of testing in the last 25 years. Nonetheless, before going on to describe English language tests in detail, it is worth making some general comments about the context in which the majority of English language tests developed.

Traditionally, the development of English language tests has been dominated by the TOEFL offered by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in the United States and the examinations offered through the University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES) in the United Kingdom (Chalhoub-Deville and Turner, 524). Moreover, since the establishment of the Local Examinations Syndicate in 1858 and the Educational Testing Service in 1947, the tests associated with both organizations have acted as gatekeepers for universities, ensuring that non-native speakers of English had sufficient level to study in English in university. While the some of the tests described here are related to the workplace, the overall preoccupation of English language testing has been with credentials in the world of higher education.

Second, until the end of the 1970s, English language testing as reflected in textbooks and institutional settings was characterized by a focus on listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills, and the testing of discrete points of language. However, the developing notion of “communicative competence” and a general focus on proficiency over achievement revolutionized the field from the late 1970s. Spolsky is credited with first noticing this trend in 1976 when he famously divided the history of language testing into “traditional,” “psychometric-structuralist,” and “psycholinguistic-sociolinguistic” stages (Davies, 356). It is in this final stage, which emphasizes the context in which language is used, that the tests introduced below developed.

 a. English Language Assessment Tools Administered by English-speaking Economies

i. TOEFL 

The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) evaluates general English proficiency and is required for admission to over 6000 colleges, universities, and licensing agencies in 110 countries. It is now also widely accepted by institutions in other countries where English is the language of instruction, including most UK universities and colleges.

TOEFL test takers do not pass or fail; instead they get a score which reflects overall ability in English. An employer or university for example may insist on a minimum score before confirming the appointment to a job or place on a course of study. The TOEFL test is offered in different formats depending on a test taker's location. There are two kinds of computerized tests: Internet-based TOEFL test (TOEFL iBT) and Computer-based TOEFL test (TOEFL CBT). 
1) TOEFL iBT
TOEFL iBT tests all four language skills that are important for effective communication: speaking, listening, reading, and writing. The test helps students demonstrate that they have the English skills needed for success. TOEFL iBT also emphasizes integrated skills and provides significant information to institutions about students' ability to communicate in an academic setting and their readiness for academic coursework.
2) TOEFL CBT

The computer-based TOEFL (TOEFL CBT) test measures English language proficiency in the following areas: Listening, Structure, Reading and Writing.

Most people take the TOEFL test as a prerequisite for admission into colleges and universities where English is used or required. In addition, many government, licensing, and certification agencies and exchange and scholarship programs use TOEFL scores to evaluate the English proficiency of people for whom English is not their native language. 

ii. IELTS

The International English Language Testing System (IELTS) is jointly managed by the University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, the British Council and IDP Education Australia. The exam measures students’ ability in all aspects of the English language in either the academic or general training realms:

- For academic study or professional registration, one should choose the 'Academic Module' 
- For non-academic training, work experience or for immigration purposes, select the 'General Training Module'

IELTS is very widely recognized by universities in Britain and many other English-speaking countries. It is definitely the first test to think about if one wants to study at a British university. Students will need an IELTS score to apply to universities in the UK, Australia, Canada and New Zealand. Professional bodies, governments and immigration authorities in many countries around the world also accept IELTS scores as proof of language proficiency.

IELTS comprises four equally weighted exams: Listening, Reading, Writing, and Speaking. All candidates take the same listening and speaking exams. However, for the reading and writing tests, the 'Academic Module' and the 'General Training Module' are distinctly different. Test takers receive one score for each exam and an overall score in the form of a whole or a half band (e.g. 5.0, 5.5). There are nine bands and they each describe English language ability at that level. The highest is 9 (expert user) and the lowest is 0 (no English language ability).

iii. CPE 

The Cambridge Certificate of Proficiency (CPE) is the highest level general English exam offered by the University of Cambridge. With a long history, it is still regarded by many as the benchmark level for advanced English. A CPE pass (C or above) is also widely accepted as the English language requirement by British and many international universities. 

CPE takes place in June and December only each year. There are 5 papers (Reading Comprehension, Composition, Use of English, Listening Comprehension and Interview). The Listening paper carries 12% of the marks; the others carry 22% each. 

CPE is quite a popular exam - over 60,000 people sit it each year. It is the sort of exam that some native English speakers could never pass. It demands a precise, academic and analytical approach to language and is probably best suited to those who want to use English academically - for example as teachers, lecturers or translators. If test takers wish to certify their ability to use English at work, the Certificate of Advanced English described below is probably more appropriate. It also tests English at a very high level but focuses on practical, real-life tasks. 

iv. CAE 

The Cambridge Certificate in Advanced English (CAE) is a much more recent exam than the CPE, having been introduced in 1991 and it is a much more modern exam in its approach. CAE tests one’s ability to use English in practical and varied tasks, and test takers are marked as much on their ability to complete the task as on the level of English they demonstrate. CAE is accepted by many universities as fulfilling their English language requirement, but students may need to get a certain grade (e.g. B or above) depending on the university / course in question. 

There are 5 papers in the exam (which takes place every June and December). These are: Reading, Writing, English In Use, Speaking and Listening. Each paper carries 20% of the total marks. 

v. TOEIC 

The Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) assesses the English of non-native speakers who use the language in their jobs. It is designed as a global tool that can be applied to any work environment where English is used, and as a result is widely accepted by corporate human resource directors worldwide. 

The test itself is a two-hour multiple-choice test that consists of 200 questions divided into two Sections - Listening and Reading. Each section is in multiple-choice format – test takers can select the correct answer from a list of four possibilities. 

The test measures listening and reading directly and is also promoted as an indirect measure of speaking and writing. Studies with large samples of non-native speakers of English from around the world have confirmed a strong link between TOEIC results and an oral interview. As TOEIC measures the everyday English skills of people working in an international environment, nonnative English speakers take the test to demonstrate their English language skills when applying for corporate or government positions, being placed in English programs and obtaining credentials from government agencies around the world.
Corporations use it to document progress in English training programs, recruit and promote employees, and put standard measurements in place across locations. English Programs use it to place students at the right learning levels, and show student progress and program effectiveness. And government agencies use it to document progress in English training programs and to recruit, promote, and hire employees. 

vi. Australian Second Language Proficiency Ratings (ASLPR)
The Australian Second Language Proficiency Ratings (ASLPR) is a scale that describes how second language proficiency develops on a scale from zero to native-like proficiency, providing performance descriptions in terms of practical tasks. Initially developed for English second language teaching, it has been adapted for English dialects in Australia, a number of other languages (French, Italian, Japanese, Chinese, Indonesian, Korean), and English for academic and special purposes. Two scales of language teacher proficiency have also been created. A variety of self-assessment versions for both testing learner and teacher proficiency are under development, and one project is adapting the scale to sign language. Re-evaluation and revision of the basic scale are ongoing. The ASLPR has become the standard means for stating language proficiency in Australia, with rater training programs designed to ensure test reliability. Research is under way to document the language learning process and the time needed for attainment of different proficiency levels. A number of testing projects in other countries have used the scale as a model, and international usage is increasing.

vii. Language Testing Resource Center (LTRC), Australia

The following tests were all either developed at the Language Testing Resource Center (LTRC) in Australia or with major involvement by LTRC staff.

vii-1 Diagnostic English Language Assessment (DELA)

DELA was developed by the LTRC in the early 1990s, and has been administered by the LTRC since then. DELA is used by universities in Australia and New Zealand to assess the English proficiency (reading, writing, listening) of non-English-speaking background (NESB) students commencing university study. The diagnostic information provided by the test is used by teaching units which provide ESL support to students. Institutions can purchase a site license to use a particular form/forms of DELA for a given period. Alternatively, the LTRC will administer and score and report results of the test on the institution’s behalf.

vii-2 The English Proficiency Test for Indonesia

A test for teachers of English, developed in collaboration with the SEAMEO - Regional Language Centre, Singapore, formed part of an initiative to improve the quality of English language teaching in Indonesian Schools.
vii-3 Classroom-based procedure for assessment of English language proficiency of non-English speaking background Maths/Science teachers

This procedure was developed to monitor the English proficiency of graduates from non-English-medium universities training as maths and science teachers in Australia.

b. English Language Assessment Tools Recognized Within Non-English Dominant APEC Economies

i. General English Proficiency Test (GETP, Chinese Taipei)

At the start of 1999, to promote the idea of life-long learning and to further encourage the study of English, the Ministry of Education in Chinese Taipei commissioned the Language Training & Testing Center (LTTC) to develop a fair and reliable English test, called the General English Proficiency Test (GEPT), for students of English at all levels of proficiency.

The GEPT is intended for students and other individuals from all walks of life. The test is administered at five levels, Elementary, Intermediate, High-Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior, and includes listening, reading, writing, and speaking components. Each level of the test is administered in two stages. Examinees must pass the first stage before proceeding on to the second. An examinee who passes both stages will be awarded a certificate of achievement indicating that he/she has passed that level. The items and content for each level are designed based on specific level criteria, which include a general level description of the overall English proficiency expected at that level and specific skill-area descriptions for the listening, reading, writing, and speaking components. The test is being used by individuals to determine their level of proficiency, by public and private institutions, such as the Police Administration and the Ministry of Education, to assist in the selection and placement of employees, and by public and private schools as entrance, placement, or graduation tests.

There are four levels of the test currently being administered: elementary, intermediate, high-intermediate, and advanced. A fifth level, the superior level, was administered only once and then suspended, pending further need. With the exception of the advanced level of the test, which is only conducted in Taipei at the LTTC headquarters, the GEPT is administered at sites located around the island of Taiwan as well as on offshore islands including Peng-hu and Kin-men.
The GEPT Elementary level is presumed to be appropriate for students who have studied English through junior high school. The GEPT Intermediate level is seen as suitable for high school graduates or university freshmen. The GEPT High-intermediate level is thought to be suitable for university graduates majoring in English. The GEPT Advanced level test is considered adequately difficult that only someone with a graduate degree from a university in an English-speaking country would be able to pass it.
Reportedly, comparability studies that will relate the GEPT to the Common European Framework standards of language proficiency are underway. Each level is administered in a two-stage process. First, all examinees at each level take a listening and reading comprehension test. Those examinees who pass this first stage are allowed to register for the second stage, the speaking and writing portions of the test.
ii. General Tests of English Language Proficiency (G-TELP, Korea)

G-TELP is the most well-known English speaking test in Korea and chosen as the English speaking proficiency test for admission and promotion exams for corporations, administrative exams for government organizations, and certification exams for pilots.
Starting with initial trials in early 1984 and culminating with the first large-scale test administrations in 1987-1988, the development of the G-TELP system was initiated by a select group of experts in English as a Foreign Language instruction and assessment. A broad needs analysis effort was conducted in various parts of the world through structured interviews with potential users from a variety of settings including companies, universities, private language schools, and secondary (high) schools. The interviews provided information on language assessment needs which corresponded to the needs many teachers identified for a more communicative approach to language instruction. The data obtained indicated an agreement that a testing system which took a functional, task-oriented approach would be welcomed across both academic and business settings and in all areas of instruction. Score users were interested in test results that could supply a clear picture of what the examinee could do with the language, not only what he/she knew about the language. Interview respondents also expressed positive reactions to more detailed score reports that described the strengths and weaknesses demonstrated by the examinees on tasks being assessed.

The methodology used to develop the G-TELP basically followed expert guidelines for the development of criterion-referenced tests. First, the functional descriptors of the behavior or skills to be measured were defined. Based on these descriptors, detailed specifications were written to guide the writing of test items. These were later reviewed, pilot-tested in cross-level forms, and administered to several hundred examinees of varying language backgrounds for reconstruction. 


Responding to demand, Levels 4 and 5 were added in 1990 and 1991, and a Speaking Test was introduced to meet clients’ needs to assess oral proficiency. Local teams of experts in English as a Foreign Language have been trained to score and rate test results in Korea, China, Japan, and Argentina. In 1995, Junior G-TELP was also created for use with younger students of English.

G-TELP KOREA has been developing English Tests for Specific Purposes for companies and organizations as well as involving in research and development of various testing methods available to evaluate language proficiency including a writing test, speaking test, tests for juniors, computer-based tests, and voice recognition technology. Most recently, it has developed an aviation-specific speaking proficiency test, the TELPA (Test of English Language Proficiency for Aviation) for aircrews.
The G-TELP system differs significantly from other prominent English language tests in several ways:
(1) The G-TELP is criterion-referenced, whereas other commonly-used tests are norm-referenced. G-TELP proficiency assessments are made according to universally recognized criteria that describe the ability of the examinee in the performance of specific language tasks. In contrast, norm-referenced tests compare the examinee's test scores with those of other examinees. Those scores serve as general indicators of language proficiency relative to that of other test-takers, but provide no objective, diagnostic information.
      (2) The G-TELP tests provide detailed, task-referenced information on the examinee's performance, contained in a profile report that is formative rather than summative. This diagnostic report indicates what individuals can do with the English language, thus making it possible to better ascertain performance levels of competence, as well as strengths and weaknesses. This information is invaluable for decision-makers in industry and education. 
      (3) G-TELP Levels 1-5 closely approximate a measure of communicative competence in grammar, listening comprehension, reading comprehension and vocabulary, because they utilize real-world, authentic tasks, situations, and materials.
      (4) The G-TELP provides a measure of general English language proficiency, instead of focusing on just academic or business contexts such as those tests required to secure university admission or a position in an English-speaking country.
      (5) The G-TELP evaluates the skills of examinees at five different levels of competence. By focusing on a specific level of proficiency, each test achieves more extensive sampling of performance than a single test that assesses multiple levels.
      (6) The G-TELP is primarily designed for use in environments where English is not the primary language.
iii. Language tests developed by Language Education Institute at Seoul National University (Korea)

iii-1 Test of English Proficiency (TEPS, Korea)

TEPS is an English proficiency test developed by the Language Education Institute to evaluate Korean test takers' English language skills. TEPS has been administered nationwide since January 1999 and has received approval from leading scholars of linguistics and testing such as Professor Lyle Bachman of UCLA, who is a past president of the American Association for Applied Linguistics and of the International Language Testing Association, and Professor John Oller of the University of New Mexico, who helped build the research basis for TOEFL at Educational Testing Service was awarded the Modern Language Association Mildenberger Medal. TEPS is comprised of 200 questions which are divided into four sections: Listening (60 Questions), Grammar (50 Questions), Vocabulary (50 Questions) and Reading (40 Questions). TEPS is designed to test communicative English skills and to minimize the test takers' reliance on such strategies as rote memorization. In addition, since it is produced by language and testing specialists who have an expert knowledge of the English Koreans use, it is the most suitable test for Korea. In the evaluation process, the Item Response Theory (IRT) provides an effective measure of language ability and a guideline for further studies. The test procedure is much simpler and more cost-effective than other English proficiency tests because the entire testing process takes place in Korea.

iii-2 Test of Oral Proficiency (TOP, Korea)

TOP was developed in 1999 and is designed to provide a direct measure of a test taker's oral proficiency in English. It is comprised of eight different sections covering such skills as: answering short questions, reading aloud written conversations, repeating after spoken passages, responding to a sentence by using given words, telling a story about the characters in a picture, describing tables and graphs, leaving telephone messages, and talking about given themes. This test is administered as a CBT (Computer Based Test) in which passages and pictures are presented on a computer monitor. The test taker has a limited time to respond before the next item is shown. The test lasts approximately 25 minutes with the total score being given out of 100 points. Individual scores are given for pronunciation, fluency, grammar, discourse construction, socio-cultural knowledge, and general communicative ability.

iii-3 Test of Written Proficiency (TWP, Korea) 
TWP was developed at the same time as TOP in order to provide a direct assessment of writing ability. The test lasts 90 minutes and has a total score of 100 points, which reflects spelling, grammar, sentence composition, sociolinguistic ability, and appropriateness of the content. It can be administered as a PBT (Paper-and-pencil Based Test) or as a CBT (Computer Based Test). In the CBT version, the test taker is presented with the passages and pictures on the computer monitor and types in the answers with the computer keyboard, whereas the paper-and-pencil test allows handwritten answers.

iv. STEP (Japan)
The Society for Testing English Proficiency (STEP), Japan's leading testing body for more than 40 years, is an incorporated nonprofit foundation established in 1963 in cooperation with the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT). A NAFSA (the National Association for Foreign Student Affairs) Global Partner, STEP actively promotes international education and exchange, sponsors and conducts research into testing and language acquisition, and participates in international conferences and testing councils.

The Eiken Test in Practical English Proficiency is a suite of tests produced and administered by STEP, and is Japan's most widely administered language assessment, with 2.5 million examinees annually at 15,000 test sites.

Supported by Japan's MEXT, the tests are widely recognized as proficiency benchmarks in education and business, and are used for international admissions at a growing number of colleges, universities, and institutes in North America and Australia. 

c. English Language Tests and Scales

This section has discussed the English language tests in use in APEC economies in some detail, introducing the general background of the tests, and the context in which they are used. But we return to one final question: What is the relationship between the English language tests introduced above and assessment scales? 

On the one hand, the relationship between scales and tests is a natural one. The scales have been seen as an anchor for test scores which, while precise, are out of context. For example, a TOEFL score of 540 really does not mean anything to us, even if we know that it is the cut-off English score for a university program. Moreover, without some kind of “anchor” we must rely on pure intuition if we are to correlate the scores on different tests; we can’t know that 540 on the TOEFL indeed means a 6 on the IELTS. As an example of how scales have been employed, the ETS has funded several large-scale studies linking the TOEFL to other scales. In the 1992 “Distributions of ACTFL Ratings by TOEFL Score Ranges,” verbal descriptions of test takers’ performance was aligned with scores received on three sections of the TOEFL (ETS). A similar project was conducted in 2005 with the TOEFL iBT entitled “Mapping English Language Proficiency Test Scores Onto the Common European Framework”(ETS). A pilot project entitled “Manual for relating language examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages” can be found on the Council of Europe website (http://www.coe.int/T/DG4/Portfolio/?L=E&M=/documents_intro/Manual.html). 

Table 6. The TOEFL iBT Mapped on the CEFR

	Test Selection
	Total Score Scale Range
	Minimum Score

	
	
	A1
	A2
	B1
	B2
	C1
	C2

	TOEFL iBT Total
	0-120
	
	
	57-86
	87-109
	110-120
	

	TOEFL iBT Reading
	0-30
	
	
	8
	22
	28
	20

	TOEFL iBT Listening
	0-30
	
	
	13
	21
	26
	

	TOEFL iBT Speaking
	0-30
	8
	13
	19
	23
	28
	

	TOEFL iBT Writing
	0-30
	
	11
	17
	21
	28
	


Source: Educational Testing Service (http://www.ets.org/portal/site/ets/menuitem.1488512ecfd5b8849a77b13bc3921509/?vgnextoid=f9f8af5e44df4010VgnVCM10000022f95190RCRD&vgnextchannel=3f5dd898c84f4010VgnVCM10000022f95190RCRD)

On the other hand, the relationship between the tests and scales is not as convenient as might be imagined. English language tests have not been developed in tandem with scales. While the testing field has preoccupied itself with the mathematical intricacies of scoring and calibration of test items, scales use verbal descriptors which are purely subjective. For example, Glenn Fulcher points out the CEFR has no underlying theory, and there really are no content specifications attached to the levels (Fulcher, 261). Moreover, while the technical aspects of testing are beyond the grasp of the layperson, scales only valuable insomuch as they are simple, general, and accessible. Mapping a test developed through sophisticated mathematical scoring methods onto a system based on language teacher’s intuitive judgment partly defeats its purpose. In the end, the scales will always only be a rough frame of reference.

III. Applying the Instruments

In preparation for the 3rd APEC Education Ministers’ Meeting (AEMM) hosted by Chile in 2004, a pre-ministerial Summit was held in January of that year. Leading up to the Summit in Beijing, a survey was conducted among APEC economies regarding the policies and status of teaching and learning English and other Foreign Languages. Data from received from 13 economies was analyzed and presented at the Summit meeting and at the 3rd AEMM. 

As Peru prepares to host the 4th AEMM in 2008, a similar plan was followed. In preparation for the pre-ministerial Symposium to be held in January 2008 in Xi’an, a revised questionnaire was circulated; data was collected from 13 economies and analyzed for presentation in this research paper. The revisions to the questionnaire reflect the emphasis of the past few years’ discussions and project work on language standards in the APEC region. 

Economies report changes related to the promotion of learning English and other foreign languages, the organization of the curriculum, and the setting of clear standards for both learners and teachers. 

Role of Language Instruction in the Curriculum

Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States all point to policies designed to highlight the importance of language instruction in the curriculum, especially emphasizing the teaching of languages other than English. In some cases, this promotes learners to take a foreign language, in others, to learn the language of another cultural group within the same economy. 

New Zealand English and Learning Languages in English-medium schools in the curriculum were released October 2007. New Zealand education has moved from a largely centralised structure to one in which individual schools and tertiary institutions have considerable responsibility for their own governance and management, working within a framework of guidelines and requirements.

In the United States, National Standards for Foreign Language Learning were most recently published in 2006. As there is no national educational system, individual states have published their own state frameworks, most very closely aligned to the national standards. Stated in terms of “what all students should know and be able to do,” the standards identify goal areas for language learning.

Most economies have been vigorously pursuing planning and testing implementation of new policies and practices for English language curriculum. Some examples are highlighted below. 

Curriculum reforms have been mapped out in Brunei Darussalam’s National Education System for the 21st Century, which include methods for sustaining and performance in Bahasa Melayu, strengthening learners with low English Language proficiency.
Since Chile’s Education Ministry set standards for EFL teaching and learning through the English Opens Doors Program launched in 2003, there has been a sharp increase in awareness among students and parents as to the importance of English-language fluency in today’s global scene.

China’s Student Academic Achievement Evaluation, with its aim to help improve the quality of compulsory primary and middle school education based on examinations and data analysis according to scientific methodologies, is geared for nationwide implementation in 2008. 

Hong Kong-China has emphasized the core importance of language instruction, both Chinese and English, by assessing students’ competencies in these as well as Mathematics since 2004. The main purpose of the Territory-wide System Assessment is to provide schools with information on students’ standards in these three core subjects for feedback on learning and teaching.  

With the advent of Indonesia’s new curriculum in 2004, policies are strongly focus on the teaching and learning process/activity wherein the teachers’ capability is increased accordance with the students’ need in order to achieve good command of English. Students who do not meet the English language standard in the State Final examination should repeat one year of schooling.
Japan launched its Plan to Cultivate ‘Japanese with English Abilities’ in 2003, with the intent of seeing results of its implementation in 2008. 

Recognizing English as the driving force for ICT learning, a language of knowledge and of international communication, Malaysia has been requiring 11 years of English language instruction since the beginning of this decade. 

Research has already been completed and a revised English Language curriculum will be implemented in Singapore schools in 2009 that will take into account the language and literacy needs of students, the aspirations of various stakeholders, the dynamics of the global environment and Singapore’s place in the world.  
Challenge 2008, a five-year plan underway in Chinese Taipei stresses the importance of enhancing English proficiency through cultivating an international living environment, promoting assessment of English language proficiency and the quality of English language teachers through a variety of means.
a. Assessing Students’ Abilities

Organization of the Curriculum
Over the past three years, economies have continued the trend to start the teaching of English as a foreign language at the lower grades, with the average starting grade for APEC economies now pegged at just under grade 2, compared to grade 3 in the earlier results (see table 1). Notably, both Indonesia and Chinese Taipei lowered the age at which English is introduced into the curriculum.  

For those economies in which English is the primary language of education or the mother tongue of the majority of the populace, English as a Second (Additional) Language is included in the curriculum from the beginning of formal schooling. Those economies that reported specific data regarding the teaching of other foreign languages indicated that instruction in these languages begins sometime between grades 7 to 9 and generally continues for three to four years. Other foreign languages reported as being the most common among APEC economies include: Spanish, French, Chinese, German, Japanese and Arabic. 

Among the economies for which English is not a mother tongue language, Singapore and Brunei Darussalam employ English as the language of instruction for all subjects, either from grade 1 or grade 4 (for the latter with the exception of Mathematics, which is taught in English from the start) alongside classes in mother tongue languages. In Malaysia, English is the language of instruction of Science and Math in secondary schools, while in Hong King-China about one-quarter of secondary schools teach required subjects in English.

The average number of hours per week of English instruction has not significantly changed over the three years between surveys. Overall, there is a gradual increase in the average number of hours devoted to English instruction from the beginning of primary education to the end of secondary school. A significant difference from 2004, is that a majority of the economies, rather than just a few, now teach some English in all grades. Among the economies for which English is not a mother tongue language, Brunei Darussalam, Hong Kong-China and Singapore all reported having more than 4 hours per week (see table 2).  

A fifth skill, which emphasizes learning a second language to promote understanding of and respect for other cultures, is being reported by most economies. Australia, Japan, New Zealand and Chinese Taipei, United States report measuring cultural understanding in assessment tests. 
Standards and Testing
All responding economies now have performance standards and a testing system in place to monitor progress (see table 3). In most cases, national governments have primary responsibility for setting performance standards, although in some cases – such as Australia, Canada and the United States– this responsibility lies in the hands of state/provincial governments.  

These standards emphasize learning all four basic skills (reading, listening, speaking and writing) in 62% of the economies, while 23% emphasize only reading and writing and the other 15% some combination of the above.  
In most cases, there is consistency between the skills emphasized in teaching and those measured by tests; however, assessments based only on reading and writing are still in use in three economies and a reading/listening assessment is utilized in one. All economies agree on the significance of testing oral communication. Since 2004, there has been some increase in the number of economies that assess speaking proficiency; however, high costs involved have prevented more progress in this area.  

Many economies measure achievement of standards on a regular basis using locally developed tests. Notable exceptions are Singapore; Brunei, Hong Kong-China and Malaysia, all of which use secondary school national examinations tests developed by the University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES), or tests aligned with that system. Chile, Indonesia and Chinese Taipei report testing only secondary students. A larger number of economies test students at the end of each phase of formal schooling (see table 4). While some national standards are aligned with internationally recognized standards for assessment (ALTE, TOEIC, TOEFL, etc.), there is no clear trend among economies in this regard (see table 5).

Teachers, students and parents are provided with the results from language assessments in many economies, though in some, only aggregate data are reported. Such data are also used for system evaluation and monitoring purposes in about over half of reporting economies (see table 6).
b. Assessing Teachers’ Abilities
Professional Development of Teachers
Professional development of teachers is being addressed by APEC economies through improving pre-service programs as well as providing in-service support for teachers. Brunei, Chile, Hong Kong-China, Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore all report central government policies requiring in-service training, ranging from 42 to 200 hours per year.

An important part of the solution for most economies is training courses and teacher networks, which mentoring, e-learning and other formats are utilized over half of the economies. Most economies report multi-pronged approaches that integrates training or mentoring in person with distance or e-learning or networking (see table 7).   
Standards for Teachers
Only 15% of reporting economies have no language competency standards for language teachers (see table 8). 77% of economies will not issue licenses to teachers who are not qualified, either through passing an exam or graduating from specified college/university programs, to teach languages (see table 9). Only Chile and Thailand align standards for teachers with international standards, as described by ALTE. In Hong Kong-China, new English teachers from the 2004/05 school year and onwards who do not possess the requisite qualifications are required to undergo in-service training to get these qualifications within three to five years. For teachers in Indonesia, once they meet the qualifications to be an English teacher, they become a “key teacher” in their province. 
In Hong Kong-China, Singapore, Chinese Taipei, Thailand and the US, teachers must pass a test to demonstrate meeting the standards. Japan has set a target for English teachers’ language proficiency and Chile will be requiring a set level of proficiency by 2011.

Chile has aggressively established incentives to meet its goals for improvements in English language education; teachers who participate actively with the English Opens Doors Program can apply to such opportunities as: grants for training overseas; total immersion seminars; talks by foreign experts; funds for projects developed by the Local Teachers´ Networks, etc.

In conclusion, good progress has been made in the past several years in areas such as promoting the role of language learning in the curriculum, developing standards for both learners and teachers and strengthening assessments.
ii. Other Foreign Languages (Languages Other Than English)

Apart from English, many other languages are learned and used as foreign languages within the Asia Pacific economies. However, because these languages have not become a “capital” (Bourdieu, 1997) in the sense that English has long been, proficiency guidelines and frameworks, the development of which takes several decades, as demonstrated in the previous section, have yet to be established for these languages. As a result, this section explores the proficiency tests that are available for these languages, in particular, proficiency tests developed by their native-speaking countries. 
Chinese, French, German, Japanese, Korean, and Spanish are discussed, as these are languages, other than English, most commonly taught and learned as foreign languages in the Asian Pacific region. 

Chinese

It has been said that Chinese is becoming the “English” of the 21st century. With the rise of the economic and also political power of China in the recent decades, it is not surprising that the Chinese language is also gaining power, and that more and more people, both in Asia and in the west, are scurrying to learn Chinese. As a result of this Chinese fervor, many Chinese language proficiency tests have been developed. 

Two Chinese-language proficiency tests are included in this section: the Test of Proficiency— The Chinese Proficiency Test (HSK) and Hanyu (TOP), developed respectively in China and Chinese Taipei. 

The Chinese Proficiency Test (HSK)

One of the most well-known standardized tests to assess the Chinese proficiency of non-native speakers of Chinese (including foreigners, overseas Chinese, and students of Chinese national minorities) is the “The Chinese Proficiency Test (HSK)” developed by the HSK Test Center of Beijing Language and Culture University (BLCU) in China, which was established in 1989. HSK was produced in 1990, and the first tests were offered in 1991 around the world. (http://www.blcu.edu.cn/english/research.htm)

HSK is divided into three parts: HSK basic, HSK elementary-intermediate, and HSK advanced, with a total of 11 levels. HSK basic is divided into levels 1-3. HSK advanced is divided into levels 9-11. Details of grades 1-3 and 9-11 can be found, respectively, on these web pages: http://www.hsk.org.cn/Intro_hsk1.aspx
and http://www.hsk.org.cn/intro_hsk3.aspx. Below are the level descriptions translated from Chinese into English by the authors: 

Level 1: Can understand simple sentences and convey simple meanings. Has rudimentary command of language that is used for daily conversation and language learning. Is familiar with around 600 Chinese phrases and their uses. 

Level 2: Has a good command of language that is used for daily conversation, a range of social interactions, and a certain level of language learning. 

Level 3: This is the threshold level of proficiency that is required to enter into Chinese tertiary institutions

Level 9: Has received at least 3000 hours of instruction in Chinese. This is the lowest threshold level of proficiency for those that make use of Chinese as the primary language of communication for general work purposes. 

Level 10: This is the intermediate level of proficiency for those who make use of Chinese as their primary language of communication for general work purposes. 

Level 11: This is the advanced level of proficiency for those who make use of Chinese as their primary language of communication for general work purposes. 

Unlike the TOP-Hanyu, the HSK implies a view of language ability as consisting of ability in different domains (e.g. tertiary education, general work), functions (e.g. daily conversation, language learning, and a range of social interactions), and vocabulary size and the ability to use the learned phrases. 

Test of Proficiency—Hanyu (TOP)

The Test of Proficiency—Hanyu (TOP) is a Chinese proficiency test designed for non-native speakers of Chinese (http://www.sc-top.org.tw/english/test1.php). It was developed by the Steering Committee for the Test of Proficiency—Hanyu, under the direction of the Ministry of Education of Chinese Taipei. The test is administered in four levels: Beginners, Basic, Intermediate, and Advanced. The level descriptions are follows: 

The basic level is designed for test takers who have taken 360-480 hours of Chinese or have acquired a vocabulary base of 1500 words. 

The intermediate level is designed for test takers who have taken 480-960 hours of Chinese or have acquired a vocabulary base of 5000 words. 

The advanced level is designed for test takers who have taken 960 hours of Chinese or have acquired a vocabulary base of 8000-10000 words. 

Based on the above information gathered from the TOP Hanyu website, the above description of the different levels of TOP Hanyu implies a view of language ability as that which can be gauged from hours of learning and size of vocabulary. 

The TOP Hanyu also made comparisons to the HSK, and details of the comparison can be found in http://www.sc-top.org.tw/english/test4.php, summarized below: 

	TOP levels
	HSK levels

	Advanced 
	TOP 7
	HSK 10
	Advanced 

	
	TOP 6
	HSK 9
	

	
	TOP5
	HSK 8
	Intermediate 

	Intermediate 
	TOP 4
	HSK 7
	

	
	TOP 3
	HSK 6
	

	Basic 
	TOP 2
	HSK 5
	Elementary 

	
	TOP 1
	HSK 4
	


By comparing its levels to those of the HSK, the TOP Hanyu is essentially using the HSK as the established cornerstone to which other tests could align. 

French
The Diplôme d'Etudes en Langue Française (DELF) and Diplôme Approfondi de Langue Française (DALF) are official qualifications awarded by the French Ministry of Education as certification of particular levels of competence in the French language. Since September 2005, DELF and DALF levels corresponds to the levels of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEF). The chart below specifies the correspondence between DELF/DALF and CEF, and the level of competence in French it presents. 

	CEF
	DELF/DALF
	Competency

	A1
	DELF A1
	BASIC

	A2
	DELF A2
	

	B1
	DELF B1
	INDEPENDENT

	B2
	DELF B2
	

	C1
	DALF C1
	PROFICIENT

	C2
	DALF C2
	


There is also a DELF junior version for teenage test-takers, with certifies the basic and independent levels of competency in French. 

	CEF
	DELF/DALF
	Competency

	A1
	DELF junior A1
	BASIC

	A2
	DELF junior A2
	

	B1
	DELF junior B1
	INDEPENDENT

	B2
	DELF junior B2
	


At each of the levels, all four skills of reading, writing, speaking, and listening are evaluated. Particularly, as emphasized in the CEF, the DELF and DALF aims to assess communicative competence, that is, the ability to use French in real situations, rather than grammatical knowledge. 

The above information was gathered from these two web pages: http://www.ciep.fr/en/delfdalf/ and http://www.mcgill.ca/conted-translation/delf/
Japanese

The Japanese Language Proficiency Test (JLPT) has four different levels. The criteria for each of the four levels are described below, taken from http://momo.jpf.go.jp/jlpt/e/about_e.html. 

Level 1: The examinee has mastered grammar to a high level, knows around 2,000 kanji and 10,000 words, and has an integrated command of the language sufficient for life in Japanese society. This level is normally reached after studying Japanese for around 900 hours.

Level 2: The examinee has mastered grammar to a relatively high level, knows around 1,000 kanji and 6,000 words, and has the ability to converse, read, and write about matters of a general nature. This level is normally reached after studying Japanese for around 600 hours and after completion of an intermediate course.

Level 3: The examinee has mastered grammar to a limited level, knows around 300 kanji and 1,500 words, has the ability to take part in everyday conversation and read and write simple sentences. This level is normally reached after studying Japanese for around 300 hours and after completion of an elementary course.

Level 4: The examinee has mastered the basic elements of grammar, knows around 100 kanji and 800 words, has the ability to engage in simple conversation and read and write short, simple sentences. This level is normally reached after studying Japanese for around 150 hours and after completion of the first half of an elementary course.

The JLPT implies a view of language ability as that which can be gauged from hours of study and size of vocabulary, but at the same time, specifying language ability as encompassing grammatical knowledge and domains of practical use. 

Korean

Korean Language Proficiency Test (KLPT) evaluates Korean language proficiency and measures the ability of nonnative speakers and overseas Koreans for whom Korean is not a mother tongue. The below information was taken from: http://www.klpt.org/english/
The KLPT gives an opportunity to assess actual communication ability level of examinees in Korean language ---whether examinees can lead daily life, communicate in their work, and even carry on their professional operations with high quality of knowledge or education in Korean. In addition, it suggests the standard of qualification and good command of Korean language in carrying out specific operations for examinees who desire to get a job in Korean companies and governmental authorities located in Korea or other nations or prosecute knowledge in a university in Korea. Furthermore, the KLPT diffuses accurate Korean language to overseas Koreans or foreign examinees and helps them to understand Korean culture through the standard Korean language proficiency test.

Basic-KLPT: This is a test of KLPT for beginners to evaluate their ability in commanding the basic Korean language. Accordingly, this test is targeted for examinees who have learnt Korean language for 150-200 hours, rather than those who have studied Korean for a long time. The test assesses whether or not examinees have basic communication ability. 

The Basic-KLPT will provide a new social evaluation standard for a wide range of organizations, companies, and schools which intend to recruit foreign employees or Korean residents overseas or select students as well as for examinees who test their basic ability in commanding Korean. This means that the test will provide new motivation and desire for learning Korean language for those who learn Korean and give organizations, companies and schools opportunity to select recruits who adapt themselves to the place where Korean language is required. 
From the above description, the KLPT seems to understand tests serve broader function than merely assessing language ability; it also aims to serve as a motivation for learning the Korean language and its culture. Unlike the Japanese Language Proficiency Test which has as one of its emphases knowledge of grammar, the KLPT emphasizes actual communication ability in different domains, including education, work, and daily life. 

Spanish

The “Diplomas de Español como Lengua Extranjera” (DELE), issued by the Instituto Cervantes on behalf of the Spanish Ministry for Education and Science, are official qualifications accrediting levels of competence and command of the Spanish language. Below are the level descriptions, taken from http://diplomas.cervantes.es/general/descripcion.jsp and http://www.mec.es/sgci/usa/en/study/default.shtml: 

Diploma de Español (Nivel inicial/Beginner level): This qualification attests to sufficient linguistic ability for understanding and responding appropriately in most normal day-to-day situations and for expressing desires and needs in a basic way. In addition, it accredits the sufficient knowledge of the language to be able to cope with a range of situations which require an elementary use of the language.

Diploma de Español (Nivel intermedio/Intermediate level): This qualification validates sufficient linguistic ability to get by in average day-to-day situations in normal communication circumstances, which do not require specialized use of the language. In addition, it accredits a sufficient knowledge of the language that allows communication in customary situations of everyday life where specialized use is not required.

Diploma de Español (Nivel superior/Proficiency level): This qualification accredits the necessary linguistic competence to integrate in situations requiring an advanced use of the language and knowledge of the cultural customs embedded within it. In addition, it accredits the necessary knowledge of the language as to allow communication in situations which require an advanced use of Spanish and knowledge of its cultural background.

The DELE implies a view of language ability as involving cultural understanding, and seems to consider that cultural knowledge can only be acquired, or rather, sufficiently tested, only when learners are at an advanced proficiency level. The DELE emphasizes usage, the ability to make use of the language for a variety of purposes, as that which exemplifies language ability. 

German

The TestDaF (http://72.14.235.104/search?q=cache:p1o-fqTbN5UJ:www.testdaf.de/dokumente/informationen_eng.pdf+testDaf+english&hl=zh-TW&ct=clnk&cd=1&gl=tw) is a language test for foreign learners of German who plan to study in Germany or who require recognized certification of their language skills. This test is meant for intermediate to advanced learners of German who wish to obtain a differentiated assessment of their language skills. 

The examination results are assigned to one of three levels: 

TestDaF -Niveaustufe 5 (TDN 5 –TestDaF level 5) 

TestDaF -Niveaustufe 4 (TDN 4 –TestDaF level 4) 

TestDaF -Niveaustufe 3 (TDN 3 –TestDaF level 3) 
These are equivalent to levels B2.1 to C1.2 of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. 

A score of TDN 4 suggests that one has enough command of the German language for studying in Germany. 

A score of TDN 5 shows that you have a very good knowledge of German, above that required at the beginning of your studies. 
The TestDaF is specifically developed for academic purposes more than for work or general purposes of daily life usage. It is also interesting that TestDaF is compared and aligned to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. 

Discussion

As reflected in the descriptions of the proficiency tests above, though unique in their own ways, many of the tests described above emphasize language ability as the ability to communicate in different domains, including daily life, education, and work. This aspect of these proficiency tests is similar to the proficiency guidelines for English. That is, being able to make use of the target language in a variety of settings for various purposes is a main indicator of language ability. It is also interesting that the French DELF and DALF and German TestDaF have been aligned with the levels specified in the Common European Framework of References for Languages (CEF), pointing to not only how CEF is becoming an important reference document for language testing in Europe, but also that CEF’s implied notions of language proficiency and language standards are increasingly acknowledged by test developers. 
The Test of Proficiency—Hanyu, the Chinese Proficiency Test, and the Japanese Language Proficiency Test are different, because their proficiency tests also implied a view of language ability as that can be gauged from the hours of study and size of vocabulary. Perhaps it is because in these two cultures, the learning of foreign languages have traditionally been approached from a “study” perspective more than a “language-in-use” perspective. 

Tables

Table 1: Starting grade for English Instruction

	Economy
	Year  (as of 2004)
	Year  (as of 2007)

	Australia
	1
	1(

	Brunei Darussalam
	--
	K(

	Canada
	--
	1(

	Chile
	5
	5

	Hong Kong
	1
	1(

	Indonesia
	7
	3

	Japan
	7
	7

	Korea
	3
	--

	Malaysia
	--
	1

	New Zealand
	1
	1(

	Peru
	7
	--

	Philippines
	n/a
	--

	Singapore
	1
	1(

	Chinese Taipei
	5
	3

	Thailand
	1
	1

	USA
	1
	1 (9 for most foreign languages)

	Average
	3
	1.9


(TEFL/TESL/TEAL (Teaching of English as an Additional Language)

Table 2a: Hours of English per week and grade level (as of 2004)

	Economy/Grade
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	Average

	Australia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	N/a

	Chile
	
	
	
	
	2
	2
	3
	3
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3

	Hong Kong
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Indonesia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Japan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	3
	3
	
	
	
	3

	Korea
	
	
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	2.8

	New Zealand
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	N/a

	Peru
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	
	2

	Philippines
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	N/a

	Singapore
	8.5
	8.5
	7.5
	6.5
	7
	7
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	
	
	6.3

	Chinese Taipei
	
	
	
	
	1.5
	1.5
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3.3

	Thailand
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	N/a

	Average
	6.8
	6.8
	4.5
	4.1
	3.5
	3.5
	3.4
	3.5
	3.8
	3.9
	3.6
	4
	


Table 2b: Hours of English per week and grade level (as of 2007)

	Economy/Grade
	K
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	Average

	Australia
	
	Varies, depending on program and state, for English, ESL and 

Languages Other Than English
	

	Brunei Darussalam
	3-5
	3-5
	3-5
	3-5
	3-5
	3-5
	3-5
	3-3.5
	3-3.5
	3-3.5
	3-3.5
	3-3.5
	3-3.5
	3.5

	Canada
	Varies, depending on program and province
	

	Chile
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	2
	3
	3
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2.9

	Hong Kong
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	5
	5
	5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	4.6

	Indonesia
	
	
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3.5

	Japan
	
	0.2(
	0.2(
	0.4(
	0.4(
	0.4(
	0.4(
	3
	3
	3
	
	
	
	3

	Malaysia
	
	4
	4
	4
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.6

	New Zealand
	10(
	10(
	8.5(
	9.3

	Singapore*
	
	8
	8 
	7
	6
	6 -8
	6 -8
	4- 5
	4- 5
	  4-5 
	  4-5 
	
	
	7

	Chinese Taipei
	
	1-2
	1-2
	1-2
	1-2
	1-2
	1-2
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	4
	4
	4
	2.4

	Thailand
	
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2-3
	2.5

	U.S.A.(
	
	0.5-1
	0.5-1
	0.5-1.5
	1-1.5
	2 
	2 
	2.5   
	2.5  
	5 
	5
	5 
	5
	2.8

	Average
	
	2.8
	2.8
	3
	3
	3.2
	3.3
	3.5
	3.5
	3.7
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8
	


(integrated with studies in international understanding

(teachers determine number hours needed to achieve curriculum goals; number reported is average for all Language study, mainly English, for both native English speakers and ESL students

*taught as first language, along with teaching in a mother tongue language

(estimate of average for foreign language instruction to students in English-taught schools; from 3 to 5 hrs/wk at all grades for most ESL programs

Table 3: Economies with performance standards
	Economy/Performance    

         Standards
	2004
	2007

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Australia*
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Brunei Darussalam
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	Canada*
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	Chile
	
	X
	
	X**
	
	

	Hong Kong
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Indonesia
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Japan
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Korea
	X
	
	
	--
	--
	--

	Malaysia
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	New Zealand
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Peru
	
	X
	
	--
	--
	--

	Philippines
	X
	
	
	--
	--
	--

	Singapore
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Chinese Taipei
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Thailand
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	USA*
	
	
	X
	X
	
	

	Total cases
	10
	2
	1
	13
	
	

	Percentage
	83.3%
	16.6%
	7.6%
	100%
	
	


**by 2013;  *state/provincial standards

Table 4: Grades tested with national/state exams

	Economy
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	5th
	6th
	7th
	8th
	9th
	10th
	11th
	12th
	N/A

	Australia
	
	
	XO
	
	XO
	
	XO
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Brunei Darussalam
	
	
	
	
	
	O
	
	
	O
	
	O
	
	

	Canada
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	O
	
	O
	

	Chile
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	O**
	
	
	
	O**
	

	Hong Kong
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X (Form 6)
	

	Indonesia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	XO
	
	
	XO
	

	Japan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	XO
	XO
	XO
	
	
	XO
	

	Korea
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Malaysia
	
	
	
	
	
	O
	
	
	O
	
	O
	O
	

	New Zealand
	
	
	
	O
	O
	O
	
	
	
	XO
	XO
	XO
	

	Peru
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Philippines
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Singapore
	
	
	
	
	
	XO
	
	
	
	XO
	
	
	

	Chinese Taipei
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	XO
	
	
	XO
	

	Thailand
	
	
	XO
	
	
	XO
	
	
	XO
	
	
	XO
	

	USA(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	O
	
	O
	O
	O
	

	Total Cases (2004)
	
	
	3
	
	2
	4
	1
	1
	7
	3
	1
	5
	4

	Percentage (2004)
	
	
	33%
	
	22%
	44%
	11%
	11%
	77%
	33%
	11%
	56%
	31%

	Total Cases (2007)
	
	
	2
	1
	2
	5
	2
	3
	6
	4
	4
	9
	

	Percentage (2007)
	
	
	15%
	8%
	15%
	38%
	15%
	23%
	46%
	31%
	31%
	69%
	


X = 2004; O = 2007;  **by 2013

(average for foreign language instruction to students in English-taught schools; yearly for ESL students

Table 5: Alignment with international standards

	Economy/international   

          standards
	2004
	2007

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Australia
	
	
	X
	
	X
	

	Brunei Darussalam
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	Canada
	--
	--
	--
	
	X
	

	Chile
	
	
	X
	X**
	
	

	Hong Kong
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Indonesia
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Japan
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Korea
	
	X
	
	--
	--
	--

	Malaysia
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	New Zealand
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Peru
	
	
	X
	--
	--
	--

	Philippines
	
	
	X
	--
	--
	--

	Singapore
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Chinese Taipei
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Thailand
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	USA
	X
	
	
	
	X(
	

	Total Cases
	4
	5
	4
	6
	7
	

	Percentage
	44%
	56%
	31%
	46%
	54%
	


        (for foreign language testing of students in English-taught schools; ESL testing depends on state
Table 6: How test results are used
	Economy
	Results are given to teachers
	Results are given to individual students
	Results are given to parents
	Results are used for certification purposes
	Results are used for system evaluation and monitoring purposes
	N/A 

	Australia
	 O
	 
	XO
	 
	XO
	 

	Brunei Darussalam
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O (research)

	Canada
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	

	Chile
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X**

	Hong Kong
	XO(
	O(
	 
	 
	XO
	 

	Indonesia
	O
	O
	O
	X
	X
	 

	Japan
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Korea
	X
	X
	X
	 
	X
	 

	Malaysia
	
	O
	
	
	
	

	New Zealand
	XO
	XO
	 
	XO
	XO
	O (interventions) 

	Peru
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Philippines
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X

	Singapore
	O
	XO
	XO
	XO
	 
	 

	Chinese Taipei
	X
	XO
	O
	 
	 
	 O (admissions decisions)

	Thailand
	XO
	XO
	XO
	XO
	XO
	 

	USA
	XO
	O 
	XO
	 
	XO
	 

	Total cases (2004)
	6
	5
	5
	4
	8
	3

	Percentage (2004)
	60%
	50%
	50%
	40%
	80%
	23%

	Total cases (2007)
	9
	10
	8
	5
	7
	3

	Percentage (2007)
	69%
	77%
	62%
	38%
	54%
	23%


X = 2004; O = 2007;  **will have results by 2013
(results are reported only according to school and territory, not individual students or classes

Table 7: How in-service development and training programs are delivered
	Economy
	Training courses
	Teacher networks
	Mentoring programs
	E-learning training
	Other
	N/A

	Australia*
	 O
	O 
	 O
	O 
	 O
	

	Brunei Darussalam
	 O
	O 
	 O
	
	
	

	Canada
	 O
	O 
	 O
	
	Summer institutes,  

Workshops
	

	Chile
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Total immersion, 

Overseas’ summer 

training
	

	Hong Kong
	XO
	X
	O
	XO
	O
	

	Indonesia
	O
	O
	
	
	
	X

	Japan
	XO
	XO
	XO
	X
	
	

	Korea
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Malaysia
	O
	O
	
	
	
	

	New Zealand
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	O

	Peru
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Philippines
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	 

	Singapore
	XO
	XO
	XO
	XO
	Briefings, 
Professional 
sharing sessions, 
Involvement in projects
	

	Chinese Taipei
	XO
	XO
	X
	XO
	
	

	Thailand
	XO
	XO
	XO
	XO
	
	

	USA
	XO
	XO
	XO
	XO
	XO
	

	Total Cases (2004)
	10
	9
	8
	10
	2
	3

	Percentage (2004)
	100%
	90%
	80%
	100%
	20%
	23%

	Total Cases (2007)
	11
	10
	8
	6
	6
	1

	Percentage (2007)
	85%
	77%
	69%
	54%
	54%
	8%


X = 2004; O = 2007; *varies by state
Table 8:  English proficiency standards for English teachers 

	Economy
	2004
	2007

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Australia
	 
	 
	X
	
	
	X

	Brunei Darussalam
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	Canada
	--
	--
	--
	
	X
	

	Chile
	X*
	 
	 
	X**
	
	

	Hong Kong
	X
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Indonesia
	X
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Japan
	
	X
	
	
	X(
	

	Korea
	 X
	 
	 
	--
	--
	--

	Malaysia
	--
	--
	--
	X
	
	

	New Zealand
	 
	X
	 
	
	
	X

	Peru
	
	X
	
	--
	--
	--

	Philippines
	X
	
	
	--
	--
	--

	Singapore
	X
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	Chinese Taipei
	 
	X
	 
	X
	
	

	Thailand
	X
	 
	 
	X
	
	

	USA
	X
	 
	 
	X(
	
	

	Total cases
	8
	4
	1
	9
	2
	2

	Percentage
	66.6%
	33.3%
	7.6%
	69%
	15%
	15%


**by 2013

( target is score of at least pre-1st grade on Japan’s Test of English Proficiency, 550 on TOEFL (PBT), or 730 on TOEIC.
(and for foreign language teachers of students in English-taught schools
Table 9: How standards for (accredited/licensed) teachers are enforced [2007 only]

	Economy
	College/Uni degree
	Education/Language-related university degree
	Pass exam
	Enroll in course
	No promotion
	Not allowed to teach
	Other

	Australia
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	 varies by state

	Brunei Darussalam
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	

	Canada
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	varies by province

	Chile
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	

	Hong Kong
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Indonesia
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Japan
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	

	Malaysia
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	New Zealand
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Singapore
	
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Chinese Taipei
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Thailand
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	USA
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	

	Total Cases
	4
	10
	5
	9
	2
	10
	

	Percentage
	31%
	77%
	38%
	69%
	15%
	77%
	


Table 10:  Other Foreign Language Assessment Tools
	Language
	Test Name
	Details

	Chinese
	Hanyu Shuiping Kaoshi  (HSK)
	The Chinese Proficiency Test (HSK [Hanyu Shuiping Kaoshi—the Chinese Language Proficiency Test taken by non-native speakers]) is China's national standardized test designed and developed by the HSK Center of Beijing Language and Culture University to assess the Chinese language proficiency of non-native speakers (including foreigners, overseas Chinese and students from Chinese national minorities).

	
	Chinese Proficiency Tests (CPTs)
	Developed by the Mandarin Training Center of the NTNU (Chinese Taipei), the Chinese Proficiency Tests (CPTs) examine candidates’ listening, vocabulary and syntax, and reading.

Certificates are distinguished according to vocabulary proficiency, based on the hours spent studying. CPT Grade One is roughly equal to HSK Grade One Classes A and B, CPT Grade Two to HSK Grade Two Classes C and B, and CPT Grade Three to HSK Grade Three Classes B and C.

	French
	Diplôme d'Etudes en Langue Française (DELF) and Diplôme Approfondi de Langue Française (DALF)
	Awarded by the French Ministry of Education as certification of particular levels of competence in the French language covering reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills. As emphasized in the CEF, the DELF and DALF aims to assess communicative competence, that is, the ability to use French in real situations, rather than grammatical knowledge

	Japanese
	Japanese Language Proficiency Test (JLPT)
	The test is divided into four levels and is used by people planning to study in Japan or to obtain certification of their proficiency in Japanese.

	
	Examination for Japanese University Admission for International Students (EJU)
	The EJU is used to evaluate the Japanese language proficiency and the basic academic abilities of international students who wish to study at Japanese universities at the undergraduate level.

	
	Computer-adaptive test in Japanese (LTRC, Australia)

	This computer-adaptive placement test (CAT) in Japanese, developed for undergraduate students at the University of Melbourne, contains 225 multiple choice grammar items tested extensively in Australia, China and Japan. 

	
	The Japanese Language Test for Tour Guides (LTRC, Australia)
	This test provides a practical assessment of Japanese-speaking guides' linguistic ability when interacting with tourists in a variety of situations.

	Spanish
	Los Diplomas de Español como Lengua Extranjera (DELE)
	The DELEs (Diplomas de Español como Lengua Extranjera), issued by the Ministry of Educacion and Science of Spain, offer an official accreditation on the degree of mastery of the Spanish language for citizens of countries where Spanish is not the official language. The exams for obtaining the DELE (Inicial, Básico and Superior) consists of five tests: reading comprehension, writing expression, listening comprehension, grammar and vocabulary, and oral expression. To obtain the DELE, the grade "apto" (satisfactory) is required on all the tests within the same examination period.

The Diplomas are recognized not only by official institutions of Spanish speaking countries, but also, increasingly by corporations, chambers of commerce and educational institutions of the United States and Canada.  

	
	Arizona's Spanish proficiency test (USA)
	Leslie Grant. 1997. "Testing the language proficiency of bilingual teachers: Arizona's Spanish proficiency test." Language Testing 14, 1, pp. 23 – 46.

	Korean
	Korean Language Proficiency Test (KLPT)
	The Korean Language Proficiency Test Association is a nonprofit organization approved by the Ministry of Labour and the Ministry of Justice as the sole agency managing Korean language proficiency testing for non-native workers seeking employment in Korea. Two different exams are available: the KLPT and the Basic KLPT. Each marks the standard skill requirement for command of the language in carrying out specific operations for those who want to work for Korean companies. 


	German
	TestDaF
	TestDaF is a German language proficiency test which is recognized by the German government. The test is most commonly taken by people seeking to study at university-level in Germany.

	Thai
	Thai Language Certification in Japan
	The Association for Thai Language Certification in Japan (日本泰語検定試験) was one of the few hits found when searching for Thai language proficiency tests. 



	Multiple Languages
	Foreign Language Proficiency Test (FLPT)
	The FLPT is developed for use by personnel in government and public institutions to select personnel for overseas placement or study. The test is provided in five languages, English, Japanese, French, German, and Spanish. It includes listening, usage, vocabulary, reading, and speaking components.

	
	Bilingual Health Language Proficiency Test (LTRC, Australia)
	This telephone-based test, available in Arabic, Cantonese, Greek, Italian, Mandarin, Spanish and Vietnamese, assesses how well bilingual health professionals are able to interact with patients with limited English skills.

	
	Teacher Proficiency Tests: Japanese, Italian and Indonesian (LTRC, Australia)
	These Languages Other Than English (LOTE) teacher proficiency tests were developed to identify appropriate standards of language proficiency for the teaching of Indonesian, Italian and Japanese in schools.

	
	Occupational Foreign Language Tests: Japanese and Korean for Tourism and Hospitality Industry (LTRC, Australia)
	These audiotape-based tests, available at beginners and intermediate levels, assess how well candidates are able to interact verbally in service situations within the tourism and hospitality industry. 

	
	Language Testing International (LTI)
	LTI arranges American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) language proficiency assessments in 50+ languages for corporations, government agencies, academic institutions and individuals. LTI was founded in 1992 in response to the growing need for standardized, valid language proficiency assessments conducted by certified testers.
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