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ABSTRACT

Although many studies have documented the impact of fairness on enhancing students’
learning, only a few have been done in English Language Teaching (EFL) in general and in the
Iranian EFL context, in particular. Therefore, this study sought to investigate fairness in the
context of the Iranian General English University Entrance Examination to see the extent to
which it is a fair measure of the candidates’ English language ability in terms of admission
requirements, format, structure, and content. The researchers developed a questionnaire called
the English University Entrance Examination (EUEE), containing two sections: a demographic
box and close-ended section with a 5-point Likert-type scale asking respondents to express their
opinions. The findings showed that while the majority of respondents agreed that the EUEE
met the standards of corporate responsibility and no-test product services, there were
significant concerns about its validity, fairness, reliability, test design, equity linking, norming,
cut score, test administration, scoring, reporting, and test takers’ rights and responsibilities.
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INTRODUCTION

Fairness has received attention from both policy makers and test developers and is considered a key
aspect of a test in terms of social justice (McNamara & Roever, 2006). Unfair testing can have negative
consequences for examinees and testing institutions that administer the test (Chory, 2007). A fair test is
one that is valid for all groups and individuals and makes an equal opportunity for all test takers to
demonstrate the skills and knowledge they have acquired (Roever, 2005). As Bachman (1990) suggests,
the primary concern in test development and test use is that the interpretations and uses we make of test
scores are valid.

This study aims at investigating how much the Iranian university entrance exam is fair. In other words,
the main aim of this research study is to investigate if the Konkoor displays different aspects of fairness.
Due to the fact that the Konkoor determines examinees’ future in terms of their study and career, as well
as their personal life, it is imperative that it be free from any kind of bias, and treats all examinees fairly.

Due to the importance of fairness, numerous studies have been carried out and various models have
been proposed (e.g., Haertel & Herman, 2005; McNamara & Roever, 2006). However, the studies
conducted so far do not yield a compelling account of fairness associated with the Konkoor in Iran. They
only propose the general constructs of fairness without going into details of the issue. Thus, the present
research aimed to provide a quantified and objectified account of fairness in the Konkoor. This study is
important as, in the Iranian context, it is assumed that most language tests in high stakes are not fair,
because they do not have validity (Safari, 2016).

A serious pitfall for the Konkoor is that although it has been used as a qualification tool for entering
universities in Iran for decades, it has not been seriously and fundamentally revised through these years
(Kamyab, 2018).The construct validity of this nationwide exam has been a concern for EFL instructors
and education managers (Kamyab, 2008). Thus, findings from the research can guide policy makers and
stakeholders in language assessment in detecting identified shortcomings in this regard.

The present research aimed at developing a scale to examine fairness in general English test of
Konkoor in Iran. The main question was as follows:

Does the Iranian General English University Entrance Examination (Konkour) meet fairness criteria?

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

The literature has identified and highlighted various aspects of fairness in testing, including, but not
limited to, fairness in relation to standardization, test consequences/score use, and item bias (Shohamy
& Eldar, 2000). Within the past century or so, the notion of ethics in language testing has been under
study by some scholars (Milanovic & Weir, 2004). According to Spolsky (1995), some factors
contributed to this notion from 1910s to 1960s, which included "social, economic and political concerns
among key language-testing professions in the US and the UK" (As cited in Kunnan, 2018, p. 77). In this
regard, Davies (2010) suggested the term ‘test virtues’ that can be considered as one of the initial
suggestions for addressing ethical issues in language testing.

Bias and fairness are closely related but distinct at the same time. Bias is viewed as a statistical feature
of the test score or of the prediction based upon those scores. Bias exists when a test involves systematic
sources of error in measurement or prediction. The existence of bias can be defined empirically and
determined statistically. By examining the data, one can specify the extent to which a test provides bias




measure or bias predictions. On the other side, fairness is associated with a value judgment regarding
decisions or actions taken based on the test outcomes. It involves a comparison between the decision that
was made and the decision that should have been made.

One way to allay unfairness is multiple assessment through which a lot of related factors can be
considered. Another way is to employ multiple phase decision models rather than making irreversible
decisions about everyone at the point of testing.

The Test Fairness framework "views fairness in terms of the whole system of a testing practice, not
just the test itself" (Kunnan, 2010, p. 45). Therefore, multiple facets of fairness that includes multiple
test uses (for intended and unintended purposes), multiple stakeholders in the testing process (examinees,
test users, teachers and employers), and multiple steps in the test development process (test design,
development, administration and use) are implicated. This model has 5 key features, which are validity,
absence of bias, access, administration, and social consequences.

Some researchers have used the differential item functioning (DIF) to detect items whose probability
of correct answers differs across different subgroups of a given population, (Chalmers, Counsell, & Flora,
2016). For example, in the EFL context in Iran, Amirian, Alavi, and Fidalgo (2014) investigated whether
University of Tehran English Proficiency Test (UTEPT) manifested substantial gender Differential Item
Functioning (DIF). They also subjected the flagged DIF to a content analysis to determine underlying
sources of DIF. In order to do so, they employed Mantel-Haenszel (MH) and Logistic Regression (LR)
as two popular methods of DIF detection. After analyzing the data obtained from 1550 test takers in
2010, they found that "even though 28% of items were initially detected by MH and LR as displaying
gender DIF, the effect size of DIF was mostly negligible™ (p. 187). In addition to this finding, they
conducted a content analysis which indicated that "sometimes it is difficult to hypothesize the linguistic
element causing DIF in items" (p.187). In general, they found that humanities-oriented subjects were
rated as favoring females and science-oriented subjects were rated as favoring males. Finally, a
correlation index of 0.90 manifested that MH and LR produce highly consistent DIF results.
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METHOD

Participants and Sampling

The main participants included B.A. Konkoor candidates including 200 students of both sexes (male and
female) who had taken Iran’s National University Entrance Examination, chosen randomly from
university students from different provinces studying at a university in Tehran. This group with the same
demographic features as the pilot group filled the questionnaire developed and piloted earlier. Prior to
the study, written consent was obtained from all the participants (relevant data are available upon
request).

Questionnaire

In order to investigate to what extent the Iranian General English University Entrance Examination
(Konkoor) is a fair measure of the candidates’ English language ability in terms of admission
requirements, format, structure, and content, a researcher-made questionnaire was used. The researcher
developed a questionnaire based on thorough explorations of research findings and suggestions for
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further research found in the relevant literature. The developed questionnaire contained two sections. In
the first section there was a demographic box to gather information on the participants’ gender, years of
language learning experience, and age. The second section, which was the main part of the questionnaire,
included close-ended items with a 5-point Likert-type scale asking respondents to read each statement
and check the box that most closely represented their opinions, from 1 (strongly agree), 2 (agree), 3
(neutral) 4 (disagree), or 5 (strongly disagree). This questionnaire investigated the extent to which the
test is a fair measurement of language ability of the participants.

Data Collection Procedure

First, the group of participants that was used for the pilot phase of the questionnaire was asked to sit for
a questionnaire. After piloting, the results of the pilot tests were analyzed statistically to find out if all
the items of the test were fine to be used for the actual data collection procedure. All items were checked
for their validity and reliability and to see if they are actually testing what they are intended to test. The
participants were given as much time they need for completing the questionnaires.

RESULTS

Reliability and Construct Validity of the Fairness Questionnaire

First, we explored the reliability and construct validity of the fairness questionnaire. The fairness
questionnaire had 78 items and measured 13 components of Corporate responsibilities (6 items), Widely
Applicable Standards (3 items), Non-Test Products and Services (2 items), Validity (8 items), Fairness
(7 items), Reliability (6 items), Test Design and Development (9 items), Equating, Linking, Norming,
and Cut Scores (9 items), Test Administration (6 items), Scoring (4 items), Reporting Test (7 items), Test
(6 items), and Test Takers” Rights and Responsibilities (5 items). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability indices
of the overall fairness questionnaire and its 13 components showed the overall fairness questionnaire
enjoyed a Cronbach’s alpha reliability of 0.884. The reliability indices for the 13 components were as
follows; Corporate responsibilities (o = .845), Widely Applicable Standards (o = .767), Non-Test
Products and Services (o = .756), Validity (o = .892), Fairness (o = .853), Reliability (o = .896), Test
Design and Development (o = .863), Equating, Linking, Norming, and Cut Scores (o = .870), Test
Administration (a.=.823), Scoring (o =.701), Reporting Test (o = .839), Test (a. = .828), and Test Takers’
Rights and Responsibilities (o = .827).

In summary, it can be mentioned that fairness questionnaire and its 13 components enjoyed
appropriate reliability indices. That is to say; all reliability indices were higher than the minimum
required criterion of .70. The results of EFA indicated that all items loaded under their respective factors;
except for items 10 and 11 which had their loadings under the first and eighth factors. All factor loadings
for the remaining 76 items enjoyed large effect sizes; i.e., they were higher than 0.50. The results also
showed that all 12 extracted factors enjoyed appropriate composite reliability, and convergent validity
indices.

The main question raised was whether the Iranian general English University Entrance Examination
meets fairness criteria. The results indicated that it did not. In this section, we will address different
aspects of fairness in light of the results. Table 1 displays the frequencies and percentages for the first
six items measuring “corporate responsibilities”.
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Table 1
Frequencies and Percentages of Corporate Responsibilities
Fairness
Strongly disagree Disagree  Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
Helping Quality &Count 0 25 66 0 167 258
Equity % 0.0% 9.7% 25.6% 00% 64.7% 100.0%
Complying with Count O 30 54 0 177 261
Laws % 0.0% 11.5% 20.7% 0.0% 67.8% 100.0%
Using Funds Count 21 0 57 95 83 256
% 8.2% 0.0% 22.3% 37.1% 32.4% 100.0%
: . Count 29 63 74 65 27 258
Protecting Privacy o0 11 194 244%  287%  252% 10.5% 100.0%
Providing Count 33 0 49 80 96 258
Information % 12.8% 0.0% 19.0% 31.0% 37.2% 100.0%
Count 200 30 0 0 0 230
Transparency %  87.0% 13.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Count 283 148 300 240 550 1521
Total %  18.6% 9.7%  19.7% 15.8% 36.2% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 52 percent of respondents strongly agreed and agreed with the idea
that Iranian general English University Entrance Examination (EUEE) met the standards of “corporate
responsibilities”, while 28.3 percent strongly disagreed and disagreed; and another 19.7 percent were
undecided. Figure 1 shows the percentages discussed above.

Figure 1
Percentages of Standards of Corporate Responsibilities
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Table 2 displays the frequencies and percentages for the items 7 to 9 measuring “widely applicable
standards”.
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Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Widely Applicable Standards
Fairness
Strongly disagree Disagree  Undecided  Agree  Strongly agree Total
Accurate Count O 29 57 0 173 259
Communication % 0.0% 11.2% 22.0% 0.0% 66.8% 100.0%
Decisions areCount 92 78 82 6 1 259
Documented % 35.5% 30.1% 31L.7% 23% 0.4% 100.0%
- Count 31 0 59 76 91 257
Qualified Employees o, 15 o 00%  23.0% 206% 35.4% 100.0%
Count 123 107 198 82 265 775
Total % 15.9% 13.8%  255% 10.6% 34.2% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 44.8 percent of respondents strongly agreed and agreed with the idea
that Iranian general English University Entrance Examination (EUEE) met the standards of “widely
applicable standards”. On the other hand; 29.7 percent did not agree with the idea that EUEE meet the
applicable standards, and another 25.5 percent were undecided. Figure 2 shows the percentages discussed
above.

Figure 3
Percentages of standards of widely applicable standards
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Table 3 shows the frequencies and percentages for items 10 and 11 which measured “no-test product
services”.

Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages of No-Test Product and Services

Fairness

- - Total

Strongly disagree Undecided Agree Strongly agree
DocumentedCount 28 68 76 89 261
Procedures % 10.7% 26.1% 29.1%  34.1% 100.0%
Misuse Count 33 48 77 101 259
Warning % 12.8% 18.5% 29.7%  39.0% 100.0%

Count 61 116 153 190 520

Total

% 11.7% 22.3% 29.5%  36.5% 100.0%
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The overall results indicated that 66 percent of respondents strongly agreed and agreed with the idea
that the EUEE met the standards of “no-test product services”. On the other hand; 11.7 percent did not
agree with the idea that EUEE meet the standards of “no-test products and services”, and another 22.3
percent were undecided. Figure 3 shows the percentages discussed above.

Figure 3
Percentages of Standards of No-Test Products and Services
100.00%
Strongly disagree Undecided Agree Strongly agree

®m Document Procedure  ® Misuse Warning

The fourth component of fairness questionnaire, “validity”, was measured through items 12 to 19.
Table 4 shows the frequencies and percentages for the responses given to those eight items.

Table 4
Frequencies and Percentages of Validity
Fairness
g’gggg:g Disagree  Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
Clear Description ofCount 36 57 77 60 30 260
Construct % 13.9% 219%  29.6% 231% 11.5% 100.0%
. — Count 26 63 86 52 3l 260
Availability of Information g, = 50 202%  33.1% 20.8% 11.9% 100.0%
_ — Count 0 25 61 0 170 256
Rationale for Validity o, 59 08%  23.8% 00%  66.4% 100.0%
. — Count 87 87 80 5 2 261
Evidence of Validity /" 35395 333%  30.7% 19%  0.8% 100.0%
— — Count 33 50 79 61 30 262
Insufficient Validity " 15 50y 225%  30.2% 23.3% 11.5% 100.0%
Irrelevant Sources Count 81 94 I ! 2 259
% 31.3% 36.3%  29.0% 27%  0.7% 100.0%
Changing Factors Count 31 67 72 56 35 261
% 11.3% 258%  27.7% 216% 13.6% 100.0%
eroret validiy Count 0 37 56 0 170 263
% 00% 141%  21.3% 00%  64.6% 100.0%
o Count 204 289 536 203 470 2082
% 14.1% 235%  28.1% 11.7%  22.6% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 37.6 percent of respondents strongly disagreed and disagreed with
the idea that the EUEE met the standards of “validity”. On the other hand; 34.3 percent agreed with the
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idea that EUEE meet the standards of “validity”, and another 28.1 percent were undecided. Figure 4
shows the percentages discussed above.

Figure 4

Percentages of Standards of Validity
100.00%
50.00%
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Clear Availability of Rationale for Evidence of  Insufficient Irrelevant Changing Interpret
Description of Information Validity Validity Validity Sources Factors Validity
Construct
M Strongly disagree M Disagree Undecided ™ Agree M Strongly agree

Items 20 to 26 measured “fairness” of EUEE . Based on the results shown in Table 5, it can be
concluded that all respondents disagreed with the idea that, “tests are designed, developed, administered,
and scored so that they measure the intended construct and minimize the effects of construct-irrelevant
characteristics of test takers”. The results also indicated that 37 percent of the respondents agreed and
strongly agreed with the idea that, “judgmental and, if feasible, empirical evaluations of fairness of the
product or service are obtained and documented for studied groups”, while 31.9 percent held the opposite
view; and 31.1 percent were undecided.

Table 5
Frequencies and Percentages of Fairness
Fairness
(Sjgggg:g Disagree  Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
. . Count 200 32 0 0 0 232
Appropriate Testing % 86.2% 138%  0.0% 00%  0.0% 100.0%
Empirical Fairness Count 21 60 79 69 25 254
% 8.3% 23.6% 31.1% 27.2% 9.8% 100.0%
Impartiality Count 90 86 80 4 2 262
% 34.4% 32.8% 30.5% 15% 0.8% 100.0%
Test Equating Count 90 83 73 12 0 258
% 34.9% 32.1% 28.3% 47%  0.0% 100.0%
Accommodations forCount O 20 66 0 170 256
Disabilities % 0.0% 7.8% 25.8% 0.0% 66.4% 100.0%
Group Comparison Count 194 32 0 0 0 226
% 85.8% 14.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
. Count 93 74 87 4 2 260
Validity Threats Reduced o, 35 goy 285%  335% 15%  0.7% 100.0%
Count 688 387 385 89 199 1748

Total % 39.4% 221%  22.0% 51%  11.4% 100.0%




The overall results indicated that 61.5 percent of respondents strongly disagreed and disagreed with
the idea that the EUEE met the standards of “fairness”. On the other hand; 16.5 percent agreed with the
idea that EUEE meet the standards of “fairness”, and another 22 percent were undecided. Figure 5 shows
the percentages discussed above.
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Figure 5
Percentages of Standards of Fairness
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Items 27 to 32 measured “reliability” of EUEE, as shown in Table 6.

Table 6
Frequencies and Percentages of Reliability
Fairness
(Sjgggg:g Disagree  Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
- Count 85 77 0 5 0 259
Reliability % 32.8% 206%  355% 19%  0.0% 100.0%
— Count 9% 83 73 9 1 261
Methods of Reliability o," 35 10, 31.8%  28.0% 34%  0.4% 100.0%
Informing Users ofCount 30 71 69 53 37 260
Reliability %  11.5% 273%  26.6% 20.4% 14.2% 100.0%
—  Count 9 68 % 6 0 256
Documenting Reliability o~ 55 99, 266%  352% 23%  0.0% 100.0%
Different ReliabilityCount 24 0 61 72 98 255
Estimates %  9.5% 00%  23.9% 2820 38.4% 100.0%
- Count 92 79 82 6 1 260
Reliability of Subgroups o, 35 49y 304%  31.5% 23%  0.4% 100.0%
Count 418 378 467 151 137 1551
Total %  27.0% 204%  30.1% 97%  88% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 51.4 percent of respondents strongly disagreed and disagreed with
the idea that the EUEE met the standards of “reliability”. On the other hand; 18.5 percent agreed with
the idea that EUEE meet the standards of “reliability”, and another 30.1 percent were undecided. Figure
6 shows the percentages discussed above.
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Figure 6
Percentages of Standards of Reliability
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Items 33 to 41 measured “test design and development” of EUEE, as shown in Table 7.

Table 7
Frequencies and Percentages of Test Design and Development
Fairness
Strongly disagree  Disagree  Undecided  Agree  Strongly agree Total
Documenting Count O 26 66 0 165 257
Design % 0.0% 10.1% 25.7% 0.0% 64.2% 100.0%
Documenting TestCount 0 36 60 0 166 262
Attributes % 0.0% 13.7% 22.9% 0.0% 63.4% 100.0%
Rationales Count O 28 53 0 176 257
Documented % 0.0% 10.9% 20.6% 0.0% 68.5% 100.0%
Including RelevantCount 84 82 84 7 0 257
Items % 32.7% 31.9% 32.7% 27% 0.0% 100.0%
Reviewed byCount 0O 30 68 0 160 258
Experts % 0.0% 11.6% 26.4% 0.0% 62.0% 100.0%
. Count 207 24 0 0 0 231
Pretesting %  89.6% 104%  0.0% 00%  0.0% 100.0%
. Count O 27 60 0 169 256
TestBvaluation g, gy 105%  23.5% 0.0%  66.0% 100.0%
. Count 30 58 84 57 31 260
Constant Review o 11.5% 223%  32.4% 21.9% 11.9% 100.0%
Collaborating Count 33 60 83 55 31 262
Researchers % 12.6% 22.9% 31.7% 21.0% 11.8% 100.0%
Total Count 354 371 558 119 898 2300
% 15.4% 16.1% 24.3% 52%  39.0% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 44.2 percent of respondents agreed with the idea that the EUEE met
the standards of “test design and development”. On the other hand; 31.5 percent disagreed with the idea
that EUEE meet the standards of “test design and development”, and another 24.3 percent were
undecided. Figure 7 shows the percentages discussed above.
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Figure 7
Percentages of Standards of Test Design and Development
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Items 42 to 50 measured “equating, linking, norming and cut score” of EUEE. The results are shown
in Table 8.

Table 8
Frequencies and Percentages of Test Equating, Linking, Norming and Cut Score
Fairness
Strongly disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
Alternate Forms Count 0 29 58 0 172 259
% 0.0% 11.2%  22.4% 0.0% 66.4% 100.0%
- Count 34 0 55 89 84 262
Comparability o 13 o 00%  21.0% 34.0% 32.0% 100.0%
Design Count 204 29 0 0 0 233
Description % 87.6% 124%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Specifying Count 0 32 59 0 167 258
Statistics % 0.0% 124%  22.9% 0.0% 64.7% 100.0%
Documenting ~ Count 32 62 75 67 27 263
Results % 12.2% 23.6%  28.4% 25.5% 10.3% 100.0%
Clear Rationale Count 29 0 70 69 92 260
% 11.2% 0.0% 26.9% 26.5% 35.4% 100.0%
Appropriate Count 32 0 62 82 87 263
Norm Groups % 12.1% 0.0% 23.6% 31.2% 33.1% 100.0%
Appropriate Count 26 68 74 61 30 259
Raters % 10.0% 26.2%  28.6% 23.6% 11.6% 100.0%
Documenting CutCount 87 81 79 9 0 256
Score % 34.0% 31.6%  30.9% 35% 0.0% 100.0%
Count 444 301 532 377 659 2313

Total %  19.2% 13.0%  230%  16.3% 28.5% 100.0%
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The overall results indicated that 44.8 percent of respondents agreed with the idea that the EUEE met
the standards of “equating, linking, norming and cut score”. On the other hand; 32.2 percent disagreed
with the idea that EUEE meet the standards of “equating, linking, norming and cut score”, and another
23 percent were undecided. Figure 8 shows the percentages discussed above.

Figure 8
Percentages of Standards of Equating, Linking, Norming and Cut Score
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Items 51 to 56 measured ““test administration” of EUEE, as shown in Table 9.

Table 9
Frequencies and Percentages of Test Administration
Fairness
- - - Total
Strongly disagree  Disagree  Undecided  Agree  Strongly agree

Administration Count 209 26 0 0 0 235
Procedure % 88.9% 11.1% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 100.0%
Informing TestCount 24 66 72 61 33 256
Takers % 9.4% 25.8% 28.1% 23.8% 12.9% 100.0%
Comfortable Count 26 0 61 75 95 257
Environment % 10.1% 0.0% 23.7% 29.2% 37.0% 100.0%
Maintain Security Count 30 0 67 73 91 261

% 11.5% 0.0% 25.7% 28.0% 34.8% 100.0%

o Count 29 0 64 77 90 260

Eliminating Fraud

% 11.2% 0.0% 24.6% 29.6% 34.6% 100.0%
Other DigitalCount 207 28 0 0 0 235
Devices % 88.1% 11.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Count 525 120 264 286 309 1504

% 34.9% 8.0% 17.6% 19.0% 20.5% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 42.9 percent of respondents disagreed with the idea that the EUEE
met the standards of “test administration”. On the other hand; 39.5 percent agreed with the idea that




EUEE meet the standards of “test administration”, and another 17.6 percent were undecided. Figure 9
shows the percentages discussed above.
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Figure 9
Percentages of Standards of Test Administration
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Items 57 to 60 measured “scoring” of EUEE, as summarized in Table 10.

Table 10
Frequencies and Percentages of Scoring
Fairness
Strongly disagree  Disagree  Undecided  Agree  Strongly agree Total
Count 26 0 67 81 87 261
Human Judgement o, 1 s 0.0%  25.7% 31.0% 33.3% 100.0%
Monitoring Count 32 66 78 53 32 261
Scoring % 12.3% 25.3% 29.8% 20.3% 12.3% 100.0%
. Count 193 37 0 0 0 230
Automated Scoring o, g3 9oy 16.1%  0.0% 00%  0.0% 100.0%
Documented Count 198 33 0 0 0 231
Procedure % 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Count 449 136 145 134 119 983
Total % 45.7% 13.8% 14.8% 13.6% 12.1% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 59.5 percent of respondents disagreed with the idea that the EUEE
met the standards of “scoring”. On the other hand; 25.7 percent agreed with the idea that EUEE meet the
standards of “scoring”, and another 14.8 percent were undecided. Figure 10 shows the percentages
discussed above.

Figure 10
Percentages of Standards of Scoring
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Items 61 to 67 measured “reporting test” of EUEE, as shown in Table 11.

Table 11
Frequencies and Percentages of Reporting Test
Fairness
Strongly disagree Disagree  Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
Provide Information Count 30 64 9 >4 34 261
% 11.5% 24.5% 30.3% 20.7% 13.0% 100.0%
Avoiding Count 24 63 84 57 29 257
Misinterpretation % 9.3% 24.5% 32.7% 22.2% 11.3% 100.0%
Misinterpretation of Count 28 54 81 63 31 257
Scale % 10.9% 21.0% 31.5% 245% 12.1% 100.0%
A iate Scal Count 200 33 0 0 0 233
ppropriate Scale o, 85.8% 142%  0.0% 00%  0.0% 100.0%
. Count 202 30 0 0 0 232
Stability of Scale o, g7 195, 129%  0.0% 00%  0.0% 100.0%
Count 89 84 78 8 1 260
Frame of Reference . 34 59, 323%  30.0% 31%  04% 100.0%
. Count O 27 64 0 170 261
Correct Interpretation, - 0y 103%  245% 00%  65.2% 100.0%
Total Count 573 355 386 182 265 1761
% 32.5% 20.2% 21.9% 10.4% 15.0% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 52.7 percent of respondents disagreed with the idea that the EUEE
met the standards of “reporting test”. On the other hand; 25.4 percent agreed with the idea that EUEE
meet the standards of “reporting test”, and another 21.9 percent were undecided. Figure 11 shows the
percentages discussed above.

Figure 11
Percentages of Standards of Reporting Test
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Table 12 shows the frequencies and percentages for “test” criterion which was measured through
items 68 to 73.
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Table 12
Frequencies and Percentages of Test
Fairness
Strongly disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
Provide Count 27 0 52 86 92 257
Information % 10.5% 0.0% 20.2% 33.5% 35.8% 100.0%
Encourage ProperCount 203 29 1 0 0 233
Use % 87.1% 12.4%  0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Avoid Misuse Count 79 95 79 3 3 259
% 30.5% 36.7%  30.6% 12% 1.2% 100.0%
Investigating Count 97 72 85 7 0 261
Misuse % 37.2% 276%  32.6% 2.6% 0.0% 100.0%
Decision Making Count 21 0 72 81 84 258
% 8.1% 0.0% 27.9% 31.4% 32.6% 100.0%
Not to UseCount 0 24 63 0 168 255
Outdated Scores % 0.0% 9.4% 24.7% 0.0% 65.9% 100.0%
Total Count 427 220 352 177 347 1523
% 28.0% 14.4%  23.1% 11.6% 22.8% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 42.4 percent of respondents disagreed with the idea that the EUEE
met the standards of “test”. On the other hand; 34.4 percent agreed with the idea that EUEE meet the
standards of “test”, and another 23.1 percent were undecided. Figure 12 shows the percentages discussed

above.

Figure 12

Percentages of Standards of Test
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The last criterion of fairness; i.e., “test takers’ rights and responsibilities” was measured through
items 74 to 78. The results are shown in Table 13.
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Table 13
Frequencies and Percentages of Test Takers’ Rights and Responsibilities
Fairness
Strongly disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly agree Total
Rights andCount 92 74 88 6 0 260
Responsibilities % 35.4% 28.5% 33.8% 23% 0.0% 100.0%
Impartial Count 204 26 0 0 0 230
Treatment % 88.7% 11.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
.. Count 25 0 56 84 92 257
Obtaining Consent o~ g 79, 00%  21.8%  32.7% 35.8% 100.0%
. .. Count 27 70 72 56 35 260
Register Complaint o, =14 4o, 269%  27.7% 215% 13.5% 100.0%
Evidence ofCount 93 77 88 6 0 264
Validity % 35.2% 29.2%  33.3% 23% 0.0% 100.0%
Count 441 247 304 152 127 1271
Total %  347% 19.4%  23.9% 12.0% 10.0% 100.0%

The overall results indicated that 54.1 percent of respondents disagreed with the idea that the EUEE
met the standards of “test takers’ rights and responsibilities”. On the other hand; 12 percent agreed with
the idea that EUEE meet the standards of “test takers’ rights and responsibilities”, and another 33.3
percent were undecided. Figure 13 shows the percentages discussed above.

Figure 13
Percentages of Standards of Test Takers’ Rights and Responsibilities
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DISCUSSION
This study aimed to evaluate the fairness of the Iranian General English University Entrance Examination
(EUEE) by analyzing the responses to a questionnaire. The findings showed that while the majority of
respondents agreed that the EUEE met the standards of corporate responsibility and no-test product
services, there were significant concerns about its validity, fairness, reliability, test design, equating,
linking, norming, cut score, test administration, scoring, reporting, and test takers’ rights and
responsibilities.




The study provides important insights into the fairness of the EUEE. These findings suggest that
improvements are needed to ensure that the test is reliable, valid, and fair for all examinees, regardless
of their gender, school type, or ethnicity. This study has implications for policymakers, test developers,
and educators who need to address these issues and ensure that the test meets international standards of
fairness.

The findings of the present study suggest that the Iranian General English University Entrance
Examination (Konkour) may not meet fairness and reliability standards. These results are consistent with
previous studies that have reported concerns about the validity and fairness of high-stakes language
exams in different contexts (Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Bachman, 1990; Shohamy & Eldar, 2002).

However, it should be noted that the present study was conducted in a specific context and the results
may not be directly comparable to other studies. Moreover, the sample size of the present study was
relatively small, which may limit the generalizability of the results. Overall, the present study adds to the

growing body of research that highlights the importance of evaluating the validity and fairness of high-
stakes language exams to ensure that they accurately measure language proficiency and do not unfairly
disadvantage certain groups of examinees.

The study discussed above evaluated the fairness and social justice of the Iranian General English
University Entrance Examination (EUEE). The study found that there were significant concerns about
the validity, fairness, reliability, test design, equating, linking, norming, cut score, test administration,
scoring, reporting, and test takers’ rights and responsibilities. The study's findings are consistent with
previous studies that have reported concerns about the validity and fairness of high-stakes language
exams in different contexts. Moreover, the study provides important insights into the validity and fairness
of the EUEE, but the results may not be directly comparable to other studies since it was conducted in a
specific context and had a relatively small sample size.

The results suggest that the EUEE met the standards of “corporate responsibilities”, “widely
applicable standards”, and “no-test product services” according to a majority of respondents. However,

2 13 9 13

the exam did not meet the standards of “validity”, “fairness”, “reliability”, “test administration”,
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“scoring”, “reporting test”, “test”, and “test takers’ rights and responsibilities” based on the responses of
more than half of the participants.

These findings are important because they raise concerns about the overall quality of the EUEE and
the extent to which it can accurately measure students' English language proficiency. The low scores on
the fairness and validity standards are particularly concerning because these are crucial components of
any high-stakes exam, especially in the context of university entrance examinations. These results
suggest that the EUEE may not be providing a fair and valid assessment of students' language abilities,
which could have significant implications for students' educational and professional opportunities.

Overall, the results of this study raise important questions about the fairness, validity, and social
justice criteria of the Iranian General English University Entrance Examination. These findings highlight
the need for further research and evaluation of the EUEE, as well as potential reforms to ensure that the
exam is providing a fair and accurate assessment of students' language abilities.

Fairness is a crucial aspect of any high-stakes examination, especially in the context of university
entrance exams like the Iranian General English University Entrance Examination (EUEE). Fairness

Fairness Issues in the Iranian EFL Context: Focus on the General English ...
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ensures that all examinees have an equal opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge and skills,
regardless of their background, gender, ethnicity, or school type. In the context of the EUEE, fairness
involves examining the extent to which the test accurately measures language proficiency and does not
disadvantage certain groups of examinees.

As discussed in the previous section, the study evaluating the EUEE raised significant concerns about
the fairness of the exam. According to the responses from more than half of the participants, the EUEE
did not meet the standards of fairness. This suggests that some aspects of the test might be biased or
disadvantage certain groups of examinees, leading to potential inequities in their results.

Fairness is particularly crucial for underrepresented groups, including individuals from low-income
backgrounds, ethnic minorities, and students attending public schools. If the EUEE contains biases or
advantages certain groups, it could perpetuate existing social inequalities and limit the opportunities for
these students to access higher education.

To ensure fairness in the EUEE, it is essential for policymakers, test developers, and educators to
carefully examine the test items, scoring methods, and administration processes. They should identify
potential biases and take appropriate measures to address them. This may involve revising certain items,
implementing standardized procedures for test administration, and conducting regular fairness
evaluations.

Social justice goes beyond fairness and emphasizes the need for equitable opportunities and outcomes
for all individuals, regardless of their background. In the context of the EUEE, promoting social justice
means creating an inclusive and supportive testing environment that considers the unique circumstances
and needs of each examinee.

One of the key aspects of social justice in the EUEE is recognizing the diverse backgrounds of test
takers. This involves acknowledging that students may come from various socioeconomic, cultural, and
educational backgrounds, which can influence their test performance. By considering these factors, the
exam can provide a more holistic and accurate representation of students' language proficiency.

To promote social justice, the EUEE should incorporate mechanisms to accommodate the individual
circumstances of test takers. This may include providing reasonable accommodations for students with
disabilities or special needs and considering extenuating circumstances that may have affected their
preparation or test performance.

Developers of the EUEE should adhere to ethical guidelines and principles throughout the test
development process. Transparency in test design, item selection, and scoring criteria is essential for
building trust among test takers and the broader community. Test developers should aim to create a test
that is not only valid and reliable but also aligns with the principles of social justice.

Regularly evaluating the social impact of the EUEE is essential to identify potential issues related to
social justice. This evaluation should include gathering feedback from test takers, educators, and other
stakeholders to understand their perspectives on the test's fairness and social justice criteria. Based on
the findings, appropriate adjustments can be made to enhance the exam's social impact. Therefore,
addressing fairness and social justice concerns in the Iranian General English University Entrance
Examination (EUEE) is of utmost importance. By continuously evaluating and improving the test's
validity, fairness, and social justice criteria, policymakers and educators can ensure that the EUEE
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provides a fair and equitable opportunity for all students to demonstrate their English language
proficiency and access higher education.

CONCLUSION

The main research question was aimed at finding if Iranian General English University Entrance
Examination (Konkour) meets fairness criteria. In order to test this hypothesis, the questionnaire was run
for content analysis. The results suggest that the EUEE met the standards of “corporate responsibilities”,
“widely applicable standards”, and “no-test product services” according to a majority of respondents.
However, the exam did not meet the standards of “validity”, “fairness”, “reliability”, “test
administration”, “scoring”, “reporting test”, “test”, and “test takers’ rights and responsibilities” based on
the responses of more than half of the participants. The results of this study can have some implications
for teachers, test developers and the mainstream education, especially the Ministry of Education of Iran.
One of the implications that can be made from the results of this study is for language teachers. By
studying the results of this study, language teachers can become aware of the factors that have impacts
on their students' performance in the Konkour, which may eventually lead to their future, especially
finding a suitable job. Becoming aware of the shortcomings of the test and the factors that lead to some
bias can be a very important factor for improving it by adjusting the expectations towards the test.
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