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Evaluating the fairness of an English proficiency test from the psychometric and
stakeholders’ perspectives: Toward a model of test fairness evaluation
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MR A S TE AT —EH LSRR EL T RAR IR ZICEI AR ZRK, K
FRASERN v ARSI A o AR, W s e 1 0 3 il 8 SR il e
A (EOL , I 5 T B B PE AS A o i AR 280 A 22 A28 (Madaus 1990 ), 20
22 60 4EAK, 0B W i 5 FE T 4f O 1 VI S %) 23 ~F- 1 ( Cole & Zieky
2001 ). 20 tH2d 80 AR, MR SF-PE HE A GE 5 T 58 2 (19 AL ( Alderson
1988 ), 3T 1996 4F25 /Ui [6 b iy 5 M 25 ( Language Testing Research
Colloquium, LTRC)#%1FExCHE ST IR ( Kunnan 2010 ),
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B de 2 U AR A ZE PP T 17 (R 3t e (55 Be 2020: 1), 2021
30 11 H, 55 RS R fE N RO 3 IS IC S B4 “Pls
PNFH L HE AR RRII AT [FAR R AT RS AR AR R A [ R 22 B A
SRS PUAS TLAF R 2035 AR5 5 AR EE ) 32 1 2 “TRAGHT I 7 T
P ek ST A A 2 PR RS ALY (R 5k B A 2 B2 20212 131-
132)0 725 R, SRUEIMNA AP TOSEE 1R MR PR LA PR SCHE , X< 2
BB R M . ASCREETE S N AP — 58 808, Fi Bl
T DR PR R 22 5 R A L T ik Ji , ISR P AR 08 =
I H A2 RSS2 JE

2. BT R A R RE

SRS KA B IR T 1T B SCRIN T LR iEAS . 20 28 80 4F
AR O BN I 2 AU PR 1 5 SRy PR T2 1 R AR 4R B, JE 2
PERAESE 112710155 ( 40 Shepard et al. 1981; Angoff 1982 ). B XHLA R, Ml
AR AN [ 5 A AR P AAEAE S IR ( test bias ) ( AERA et al. 1985), #77%
A TE A T, D) A A T s 3o A v ) R e M iR 2 o X — 5 R AR 1Y) e L 3 o
AFIFZM o 3 — B HA Y SEUE 9T 22102 ST B 25 it 0 Bt i A 1Al , He
RyIi H P1RE 22 55 ( differential item functioning, DIF ) K36 2 f i WL AY B AR F B
Z— (2L Zumbo 2007 ). FR1M K “THRAFE” BEARMAAE—E Jm IR, KX
— S T G W XA A PR R B ™ S TS ( Crocker 2003 ), A, %k
STV KRS e AR A0 (B AT, D32 1P 1 P TR 25 i 2 S A 2
SUERE S TS BREORYERE S, % A 1% 2 125 ( Kunnan 2004 ) 3525 5 %)
AR N TR AE R B3 ( Crocker 2003 ) i ZE A H] ( Zwick 2019 ). %
X2 B0 ( Shohamy 19985 7 EL Y EERFAF 2007 ) MIEFRIRFIRT AEAHIA )
ZAX IR EE ((test accommodation ) ( Li & Suen 2012 ) 28431 LISV

1EA Rk, MRS TE” TR F N AR A 48— L, 25 7%
BRBE I — B A 7 o FERX— AT, a8 SO 2 P 1 OGS AE T
ITPES R C R (Xi 2010 ), EZEA DUT JLAO A, 25— Rl SCre A
SRR A — 5 o 4 Messick (11988 ) Fil Weir (2005 ) 1A 2k 25 1 ffi i 12
AN RS SRR S OE T U [, 5P 5 25 R A5 R n (i LS B OG .
Willingham & Cole ( 1997 ) R4 72 S 25 A AR ] FIFHE (A ] By Al LE Ak
J& ( comparable validity ). BRI , 8% A EAMESR 380 850 152 Sl A
AR Tk, R ERFE A R A O 5 K Les PR Y s R B
A EEPE o B A SO R R AR A RS —S 5 THT . 41 Kunnan (2000b ) TA K
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BARE S S IR PP i b BB AR FE 40 55 BRAEE AL, 2 P38 N ST AN R
SINE AR Ol R R B Z B SER RN A B, X — A N A
PESR I AR IYBCR N L 55 o 56 = A DA A S RUE A IR SR
TG B 28 S, (H =B 09 B R BN TE LB Z 81 . Davies et al. (1999 )
EiERan IR B W/ o S B A W B2 0 e 0 o O NI 0 o 2 UK T S O e e e ) 2
Wi, B IRARUE , W BTl e, e — e R sl 2
5. Kane (2010 ) A A2 S RIS BE B85 K miaak i) oy T e, AF 5 1SR
AHES ABSAME, FEICE TR 530h, (R MRS B2 - v ) )
(JCTP 2004 ) FICETS Jui A/ FArifE ) (ETS 2014 ) ¥ E 5K 800 558004 &0
KA R PRI AT, 33X — 325k 5 454725 15 8B s T A

T3 e B S A A R A S DU A A T S AERE LA
T, Kane (2010 )Rl AR P2 F ( procedural fairness ) F15E b
NF- (substantive fairness ) PIZS . Fii 2 5® P MBI & BIPEA 4530815, 25 A2 W #
[R5 R 5 I 2 o 8 25 a4 B B AT T S AR AN [ 28 A A ) 7 5 2
PERGE I . 7R 200, Davies (2010 ) ACHRFASEA:ABRBEST H IO EE,
il e DA A 2351 R 55— A A, BRI PP R 3B SR 2l e 25 48
FEAE 222 AT, Spaan (2000 ) KA FPEAEE T & Al & f5 4R
Z I L2 3Ly, =05 55 e RGEr B o FH iR A B TR RS A
B R, 7548 T 28 1 R & I s S fd 5 0080 Bl BT T
fifr 25X B MRS BB & SO B RS iR G A s 5 AR A 55 3280 T
AN SRRy g 1 RRIT 5 R B AR R e . B 2= A
&, Cronbach (1988 ) A AEUIA R AELRUES AT A & o n ZACRIEH,
Hogm B Per RS . S5 e S AMEBGA2A M, McNamara
& Roever (2006 ) P\ A AT & R4 & DU B8 10 [R] P, 75 58 00 2% 1 o 5 )
R AR 1A 2 S B B, DI S e b 26 2 O (B AT . Kunnan (2000D )
AP B 2% s DB 58 il S i) 24 RE, BRI A = kb 2
OHL VR T HEWANAN T . ZFRHIA NS I AN KES 7
TR N, A e B2 R EEE A SR 57 R 2R R e .
3. EE MM AT
3.1 AR

20 fH2g 50 ALK, 208 M 1 09 AH SCHLAG RN 2738 I 4 38 2ok T DT A v 1k
SCAR AR IR 5 2 T AR I L A S AT A, A Y A W iE
A o A 218 At v SO B 20 BGR 4, A R e S ) 2210 T

.81 -
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FEo “BifE” S DML N AT &K A IS0 500 H 5 1 &
F A5 R TG R E 2T (Stansfield 1993: 190 ), 20 {H42 90 4R4X, il
P v T S A R St R A OSBGE, RR RAE BR, AT A A i By
M) 73 AR vEE SO, BIC 20 F 5.0 BRI bR E ) ( Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing , fajFRChRUE ) o

ChrvfE) HEEHE MRS (AERA ), EFELPE222 (APA ) F19E [ [E 5K
HEMEZ 2 (NCME ) BG &0, BTEfe 511001 & v B il e, A i
FRX B M IR G A R 22 0 1985 MRS CARTEE ) X2 FPE Y
THEBCAZERL, T3k — DA 05RO 2R Ge bt = Al sl Il B — 2 A E AR
REJJ (AERA et al. 1985), J5 T 1999 #2014 4£#E4T T IRIEIT. 1999 Mt 5
HE D) ALHE = ANER 53, 5 AR AR APk, Herp “ Il 5 I A 3% —
TR T 12 SR ELARPRUE, W0 55 IO T 5 R O I T R X T A
g RGBS Z RS ) B A2 S PLSs 55 . A 2014 RREPRUE)
WA 5 R A5 RE /I ok B S R R 257 2 IF AN E T, s il
RAET T 2E NI 2 B e . Il P X —F 44 20
bR, 5 1999 MRAH L, BRO% B8 “F el b 2% o 7 vh P S8 X R T A %
A7 IX AR LA I8 K “ 5 B i M & JE e R A % A5 2R “ ik
SRR AR o MR ERE— 2048, 5 2% 1 A TC G R R A ) Jal i
P, FIRNE F IR AR M I Bl s 2= Sl al e n | A 55K
MR TCRI AR, 2T LICT: . AR A48 T A A Y B 2 22
S, ChRiE ) AT i AR I A0 T B TR, S TR .

3.2 #iENL

Bt 1 = AR VR UL Y IR SR R ) H B e, T B 24
W2 2 %5 5 ik ) BRI A9 RAR , E okal b W B Tk i 1Y O Ok iR F I A
4. Bachman & Palmer (2010/2016 ) i H /4 PFAk fd FH 8 35 ( Assessment Use
Argument, AUA ) AR ER AL TR . Al T 2P I TR Y
ST ARFAE , T S I it AR A A B U A oG o MaCad R AP ke 1)
T Z BRI 2) MR AR I T S RN T3t S B A o 1 G e
([FE: 132), Mkl A AP Rk 1) e A R B 1 2% A= [R AR S 1T
RIS FEA [ 25 A AR h s S5 A RIAR AR DS 5 2) AN [R5 AR AR
AR VI E T 50 T R SR AR , BA AR DR S R 7R rhoAH D¢ AR 5 ™ 4% T )
MR (IR F: 134-135), AUA [l 52 00 3285 A A a0 A 1 4% 32 sk W 4R TIE
P, FEARE DL ARTEX A AT THeuE: 1) MK A FH e RSt B A7 5%

e 8D .
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BA i 2) BT IR R R T 5 BT DR A SN E SR 20K,
BXTTA W E N 3) X5 AERE T 0T 5 S0 T i T A | 5 sk A
K, HRg Aok e e A5 8 4) AN AERHA I sk 7E % A A [l g
T SRR 75 B — 2t bz, AP HE7E AUA B4 &
SRR, T EE R IR IREAOITAE LSRR A A e R
HT48 ST A B35 RE ki W4k o

SRR AP 0 REPERATEAENE, Xi (2010 ) B PR ERL
B — 5 T, T 00 MR W 2 PR A AT 5 83 A SR A T 5 . b
NI YR8 2 DAL B CBcit  IF & it il AfE ) A [ AR 18] A9 A L
BB AR M U A - R 2R (A S5 Te o I R S R AR 2 A
— BB INAT R A YRR R Y A ) B2 S HIRAUE . BARMTE L Xi 1Y
IR P 8 TEHE ZR A5 28 T Toulmin ( 1958/2003 ) f4) ¢ 1iE 4% 5 A1 Chapelle et
al. (2008 ) A% B 5o R4 Bl EE . AU i 329K (claim ) K # ( data/grounds ), B
P& (warrant ), 2 # ( backing ). Jz I ( rebuttal ), FR & ( qualifiers ) &5 7~ > #1 43 #4)
B I # AL BARBUE X ((domain definition ), PEAGHEFE ( evaluation ) A Ak 4fE 2
( generalization ). i B¢ #i P ( explanation ), 28 #i #f # ( extrapolation ). i F #fi #i
(utilization ) Z7/S M ERFARFNAHERLE AR . Xi (2010 ) A9 FHEIR TIEAEZE 2 —A>
R AT MU, T — D EREIR T Y KT SiE o s, AT LMEA T —
AT RIS IR R A SR IR T 2R R 24 . Xi X — b3y
A F TGN GG UWE R 7R A T 55 2855, AR 2 TR
WIS, A PR b R I PR ) 1 22 [R]

3.3 feriEfEu

MR At 2 (BRA S R 3K S T Y55 1808 ( McNamara & Roever
2006 ), #5 U “BRAE” F1 IR WA E T-HR0T, AT e Jo i 3 H 3 I a0 46 3
SOBEPEPT R DRI, A 2 B S 2 T 0 2T A g S A R R A 0 3 P
Y. Kunnan (2000b, 2004 ) Re i 322 -k A4 22 2 1 52 2 2, A0 K 2
YRR AOUE ML E X EANYERE, IR T A PEAE S ( Test Fairness
Framework, TFF ), ZHEZLH 1 SLJE I ( the Principle of Justice ) FIEL %5 JF ( the
Principle of Beneficence ) ¥4 i, Bl % i 75 X A AN HF S F 15 IZHEZR T
ST ARILT D S BT 25 A A N SCOGIR, B8 i B2 850 S HE A2 1) i s =2 A (A
FrE g MLy BN A ).

FE T8 7 iy ) AN B AR BB A T ) — B R . A
- OE XA AR &, Kunnan (2018 ) FREE H IR PEA 1V A0 55 5 R 5
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3 ( the Principle of Fairness ) FIE SCEN . B LB A G, Fik %
o IT A 25 A2, i R b 2 AR I A7 B [ AR AR 5 S5 TR A AILM DY FRE
E, SRR A E R CIR] e 80-81 )o 33 I A S D) 4531 Pl o5 1A Uk S DU i
25 R PR A T Ve, Kunnan ([A] E ) K5 2014 RiRCARfE ) e K it
O P ASEEZR AN T D ) 1) 2% i Y L, ISR Toulmin (11958/2003 ) 1)
WHEB R EE T 5 1E GEUEHESE . 2 B IR AN R 0], 28 s AH
o B SR AR 5K o YR A PEFIE S5 T AU S, XYk S 5k 0 s % — iE
IR, AR EFRIIRT, F 5k AA Rt A5 2] % .

4. B UIX A TR SRR

BRI T UE WA PRIE AEAFEE T A S A A SR R , 748 S0 5
AR B AT ST ML B A R 48 T BURAMEH .

— 22 R 2 2014 WRCERHE ), X 5 RS B A A R EA T T RO AT
FYH A, U0 Fan (2018 ) 225 Chnife ) I v ] v s Ui A ok el 9 B0 A 70 5 3t s
BMAE T, BT R 0w RS B W RS N A il ) 2k Mgt 2s
SO SE FLAYERE o BFST A I AR i DA SR AT B 7 I S B A 2 F- . Fan
& Jin (2020 ) X FRCHRTHE ), WE UL 5 H Y BN 2 5 R 0T & 51
W it 7% 525 A B PF o 5 40 B0t A 7S T AT A T ] N i A G
SEB. ST AR 2 BT A R B RN 2 DAL 2R R i = SRR F 0t
YB3 G S B A R AL A3 A A B A PR = PR . BREZUEWF5Y
LISE, Jonson et al. (2019) 256 ChnifE ) 97 TR 100E T KA I 2=
2, 0T R FN S B R i iz AR A o X — A il ) 5 B
Wah e A BT 2R SRR ) XA PR 2K

T A 2RI T I VR RO 1 2 PO RS IE W, U Deygers
(2017 ) WM A~ far 22 1 A2 25 1 T 5 1T A TSRO e T I IF5E , BN
ANVG B T I PP RN R SR L SO 1 v JXURS: S sk SR TR 4B 7R T iz XA
2 IE T BOR ARG BLZ AL iz X S e A O BT TR T B85 %
HAh, Xi (2010) 92 IS UEAE LR 9 H T Williamson et al. (2012) #3743
W5 Yan et al. (2019 ) B 5 MR Z

SN EN e o e R (L o N s i U == 1 72 W15 7N O )
Ypsilandis & Mouti (2019 ) ¥ ] 12X 55 2 2 R 2 T it I 4000 352 mie =4
KRIEIEAT T 4051, F5F EAR A 38 52 Bk 94 A1 S8 ( deontologism ) % 45 S 18
( consequentialism ) (1448 I8 FE2 0 5 o0 LAPEH] . #1641, Kunnan (2004 ) 42 i/
DA SR AE 2R BB 5 A Rl He 308 7 % 1000 H 19 5t &2 1744 ( Loh & Shih 2016;
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Moghadam & Nasirzadeh 2020 ). 4Z Kunnan (2004, 2018 )50, B4 5 1Y
[t LAAL , 25 A A =[] 55 1 2 2 IS P2 AL 2 o i VR DEAG 2% 1l
I8 EEEAK SR (Tsbell & Kremmel 2020 ).

5. B%

FET AL SR AR R A AT FE ik R B, 28 35 D R A2
SRR R HE— 2 B LU = AR, 1) W] AR A P 5 5% 2 Tal )
KFR? 2) WA 18 5 %00 H R it st 2 3) Wifars | A v528 25 LA
DR A7

5.1 MEXA-FHESEA X A

DU A ST TR0 3 R W A B 1) o R L% I I 5 Y B S 58 4 (]
A, PRI 2 2 0] 0 DG R B AT R

EEH NN TEIRB B, MR A PP AL R 24 T2 56 A A0 5 Ak ST A7 7E o
B8 MR P — B LR &t 2 AR [FHE K . 20 B BEORYE Rt 25,
(BRAIMG , AS Ty PR o ASUMNAREE 3 — 2 T O I 2P P o A o R TSy AR A
(] 1 A 2 X I 2 PP B DG U] o R A R S P R 2= v 1)
ANFEEAR o AP A I o 7 TR s R AE AN [R]85 AR A b T i ™, &%
JE DU R0 D A R SR ) CUER P R —BOE” . WU B OIE, B A R
WP ) F2 5K i o i S kR R O, NE uE5 B2 s J5 & s
Rk, B e A% R iy e T = 5K, WA T LGB ik , AR5 1045
A FHER ERRYE o 5 fm , DU AR R 1) 5 s IS A [R] , B4R FH A o
Sz A S HESE O AT —E e, T A5 B BT 2 .

52 AREEZTHRAB GANTFHAR

A 1 H B 7R 2 S PE TR R, OBGZER N EE R R E
W ( Dimova et al. 2020 ), SR, AHES T IRAAL ARk ny [ Brig 5ot 5 , 5
A A A0 F 0 H A IR E WS, — Oy, AR e
PRI L B AT R B BRENE ST /D  PEAR KRR B E B AT T Il i &
ARG AL ;s 55— 7 10, 2804 T35 %R0 H ez 2P A L],
I H A A St B 5 1l R i A 2 G T Bl = A AR . KA
S B AN ] A A7 LT AL A A S PR 2 ( Bachman 1990 ), 15 5EAN[A], 251045
SR BN At 23 B 5 25 1 P B oK A LR BT A 224k ( Kane 2013 ),
[ S VAT Sy S N e =R e W S B VA e A A DN B e TR I N BE e S S s e
RGO A, ASSCHE S LAF P s L
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B 2R B SO GRS DT 5 TR 1 i 5 IR v S, ff
B R AT b R R A e, 3P 3 - F o e 22 258, Bachman (2000 )
ORI T T A L A i i M, o EAR S I 2 — 5k
S ST N S B AR A, T A AH SCHIL T OB LSt . FE T B A o HE R R
(2007 ) WG4 Hi i RN AE L, P BURF IR BEFR T A 18 = i — F a2 51
Bm s R A BT bR . ARy S OO B S ECE BE PE JCE AR, i
SR G = R . AT PR AE ) T8 B EAS B AR — TRl
TR, TTTHANEANS TEEA S, 2 LER,

o 2 RN B D Ny TR R B H A PR A LEl. Kunnan
(2005 ) By TEBEHESE ( Test Context Framework ) Shix— HARAYSLELFRAE T 18
P o TZHESE FE 5K 22 TSI PR T AT, DTt~ i X B G (28 0%
W HE e SUIESE, FOR Bt LA kA BT . 1B a4
A HARTEO AT AR B F I B A AT L IR 25
i S M ECR ETREAL BE St e S D R M E

53 HEHFAMAGIIN

W BN S e rh 4 U F B (0, TR AR R R R AW S
FA A X — AR . Weiss (1983 ) AN B ABZE W A4 B T4 THE
7 A A A A9 R B0 R 3 (BN BB ORI VS 5 E R L A0 15 B
KHAH, HIL, 763 K AR B b, iy 25 | A8 25 LA, Tt
B FAMUEE RS BRI — A B B 5818 R &, 20 SO =
7%, Fa TR A2 Dy e n 5 S A5 B HAR S BEPE R T

IR AEM A TR R 5 AW E A B, — i, W
5 FAE R R PR B 52 PSR S M 1) FE AR A ABCRR AN 2 F B4 4 1S o B
HA S5 WM MOL B N F 7. J5—J7 T, W25 F R 1E A L e TS
Bl 53 38 0 DAl 2 B A [ 5 2 A4 (1) 75 K B CH I A PP i 037, O
X B VAL R SR kR BT L6 (S, Yan & Fan 2021 ), #EFH%4
AR, DA N AT AT () AN [R]85 25 B BT X i 20 23 5 I T AR DT T
BEAHR 35T RL B0 IR 25 B 18 5 L R AL Be Y T 1%, 35
Bl ArTBA B O I S B B 1 A 1, oAb ST RO . B VS R
VAR R SRR T, i TR E T R R At SR SRR VR

6. Z51E
AR AR 20 T4 80 ARARLIRTE F M AR IR 2 W R AT 5E R
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TE [V BUR S S R A b, 3R T = A R IR AR AU, W22 55U SR
OSSR SC ZR TRIIN, , SCTEA H18 5 %180 H 19 2 P4, R 2aalfE 2 PEpE
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inner circle includes three overlapping hypotheses, that is, cognitive interconnectedness, social
interconnectedness, and emotional interconnectedness, with ‘problems’ placed on the top of the
hypotheses as a node of their links; and the outer circle demonstrates the working process of the
online activities, consisting of three phases: group preparation, CTRC gathering, and follow-up
activities. The proposed theory assumes that the closer the interconnectedness is, the better the
learning outcomes are; the degree of interconnectedness depends on the quality of the designed
‘problems’ based on specific tasks. The three hypotheses must function during the entire working
process to achieve the desired outcome.

Test fairness: Conceptualization, perspectives, and implications (p. 79)
HE Lianzhen & ZHANG Juan (School of International Studies, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310058, China)
Tests, as talent selection and screening instruments, are relatively fair mechanisms
implemented widely in the contemporary world and play a pivotal role in ensuring educational
fairness and social justice. Following the introduction of the conceptualization of test fairness, this
article reviews the approaches to exploring test fairness (i.e. standards-based, argument-based,
and ethics-based approaches) as well as research along those lines. The article concludes with
recommendations of avenues for further research. Specifically, researchers need to examine the
relationship between test fairness and validity when conducting test fairness research. In addition,
research on the fairness of local language tests is highly encouraged. Further, the perspectives of
various stakeholders could be incorporated into the investigation of test fairness.

Online processing of unaccusative constructions by Chinese English learners (p. 90)
ZENG Tao & GAO Yarong (School of Foreign Languages, Hunan University, Changsha 410082, China)

DAI Xuequn (School of Foreign Languages and Literature, Shandong University, Ji'nan 250100, China)

The present study investigates Chinese English learners’ online processing of unaccusative/
unergative constructions and subtypes (less core/peripheral) of unaccusative constructions through
self-paced reading tasks. The results show that: 1) Chinese English learners spend more time
processing unaccusative constructions, which supports the Unaccusative Hypothesis on the one
hand but reflects the limitations of the internal interface theory in the Interface Hypothesis of
language acquisition on the other. 2) Chinese English learners have a better acquisition of the
peripheral unaccusative constructions than the less core unaccusative constructions, reflecting
the larger problems of the acquisition of verbs with a stronger meaning of external causation,
hence casting doubt on the Unaccusative Hierarchy Hypothesis; Chinese English learners can
more effectively process peripheral unaccusative constructions which do not involve syntactic
movement, lending support to the Interface Hypothesis that single language modules are easier to
be acquired.

A study of pragmatic enrichment priming among Chinese English learners (p. 103)
JIA Li & YANG Lianrui (College of Foreign Languages, Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266100, China)

The present study aims to examine the pragmatic enrichment priming effect (PERE) and
its factors by control experiments using EFL learners among English and non-English majors as
subjects. The results show that: 1) PERE is found in interactions where pragmatic enrichment
appears, which is not affected by the number of primes. 2) There are significant differences in
pragmatic enrichment production across contexts in the four prime-target types, and the PERE
in the same prime-target context is significantly higher than in different prime-target contexts.
3) The PERE of high proficiency was significantly higher than that of low proficiency; language
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Theoretical Perspectives on Fairness: Implications for
Fairness Research in Language Testing
He Lianzhen Zhang Juan

(School of International Studies, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310058, China)

Abstract: Test fairness has emerged as a prominent topic in the field of language testing since the 1990s.
The 18th and 19th Language Testing Research Colloquiums, held in 1996 and 1997 respectively,
generated a surge of research interest in this research topic. Until now, fairness has been regarded as a
central value of assessment, alongside validity and reliability, in the field of language testing. Despite its
importance, an accepted definition of test fairness remains elusive within the language testing community.
Clarifying the definition of “fairness” is crucial for understanding the concept of “test fairness” —a

foundational step for the subsequent theoretical debates and empirical research in language testing. Given
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the well-developed theoretical underpinnings of “fairness” in various domains, it is imperative to
examine different perspectives adopted to define and operationalize fairness. Meanwhile, valuable
insights could be extracted to advance the research on test fairness in the realm of language testing.
Following a delineation of various senses of fairness, this article reviews conceptualizations of test fairness
through the lenses of educational measurement, professional standards and guidelines, and philosophy.
This review article endeavors to provide insights into the theoretical and empirical inquiry of fairness in
language testing.

Fairness is a complex and multifaceted concept that embraces several senses. The first sense of
“fair” can be characterized as “relational”, denoting: (1) receiving what an individual merits or
demerits; (2) meeting an individual’s legitimate expectation; and (3) treating like cases alike. The
second sense is linked to the value of “respect”, denoting “the respect of each individual’s rights and
esteem”. The third sense of “fair” can be labelled as “retrospective”, which refers to “rectifying past
unfairness”. The fourth sense of “fair” is “formal”, indicating “adherence to procedural rules by players
of a leveling field”. The abovementioned senses of fairness align well with the conceptualization of test
fairness as proposed by scholars in the field of language testing.

Conceptualizations of fairness differ across different lenses. From the lens of educational
measurement, two approaches have been used to conceptualize test fairness: a narrow approach and
a broad approach. The former views test fairness as “absence of measurement inaccuracy and bias”.
Whereas the latter perceives test fairness as essentially a social concern that extends beyond the
psychometric properties of an assessment instrument. In a broad sense, the research scope of test
fairness encompasses not only test-takers’ learning opportunities but also test use consequences. Seen
through the lens of professional standards and guidelines, a fair test is characterized by the absence of
construct irrelevance, as supported by legal documents, rules or guidance authorized by law,
authoritative professional guidance, and requirements set by international and regional organizations.
Additionally, philosophical thinking has long been concerned with the concept of fairness. Central to
Kantian philosophical thought is the notion of “respect for human dignity”. Rawls contends that fairness
in decision-making mechanisms is a prerequisite for achieving justice. Sen takes a pragmatic stance,
advocating that the recognition and rectification of injustices should be prioritized instead of striving for
perfect justice.

By delineating the definitions and theoretical propositions of fairness from the perspectives of
educational measurement, professional standards and guidelines, and philosophy, this article suggests that
research on test fairness should be contextualized, be supported by transparent empirical evidence, and
incorporate the voices of different stakeholder groups. Test fairness is not a black-and-white
concept. Instead, it exists along a continuum, and by addressing unfairness, fairer assessment

instruments and practices can be expected.

Key words: fairness; test fairness; theoretical perspectives
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