
              

                                                  
                       

           

           

           

           

                    
                 
                       

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Linking Levels of G-TELP Speaking Test (GST) and G-TELP Writing Test (GWT) to the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) 

Abstract 

 

This study aims to enhance understanding of the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR) and provide a consistent and objective evaluation direction for 

English tests in Korea. To link the G-TELP Speaking Test (GST), Writing Test (GWT), and the 

Level 2 G-TELP English Proficiency Test to the CEFR, an expert panel was formed, and the 

benchmarking method was applied to derive proficiency levels. 

The proficiency levels for the G-TELP Speaking and Writing Tests were calculated based 

on the six CEFR levels (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2), defined by the CEFR. The validity of the 

evaluation was examined by considering internal, external, and procedural elements. The 

analysis of the collected scores showed a tendency for the standard deviation of the proficiency 

levels determined by the expert panel to decrease with each round. In addition to the six 

proficiency levels, detailed levels such as B1+ and B2+ were also derived. After determining the 

levels, most panel members expressed confidence in the final assessment scores. They also 

acknowledged that the preparation and process of the level-setting, as well as the explanations, 

were clear and helpful in their decision-making. 

 

Keywords: level-setting, CEFR, benchmarking, G-TELP Speaking Test, G-TELP Writing Test 

 



I. Purpose of research 

 

The information derived regarding how well examinees achieve the performance 

standards in each area serves as fundamental data for formulating exam policies and plans in 

exams. For example, since 2003, the Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation has set 

performance levels and linked scores to track academic achievement trends in national-level 

academic performance assessments.  

To support the validity of test scores as criteria for distinguishing achievement levels, 

evidence showing the utility of the scores is needed. Messick's (1989) definition of validity and 

Kane's (1992, 2006, 2013) argument-based approach to validation emphasize the interpretation 

and use of test results. When large-scale data collection is practically challenging, linking scores 

to international frameworks like the CEFR and indirectly comparing the meaning of scores 

between tests may serve as an alternative. 

The CEFR is widely used as a standard measure of foreign language proficiency. It helps 

people learn foreign languages independently and provides consistent content and methods to 

language education institutions, enabling objective evaluation. Moreover, the CEFR allows for 

comparative analysis with English tests developed abroad, increasing the usability of scores. 

When large-scale data collection for score linking between tests is challenging, linking to 

international standards like the CEFR and indirectly comparing the meaning of scores can serve 

as a viable alternative. 

Most English proficiency tests have studied their alignment with the CEFR. In 2008, the 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) published the results of correlating the TOEFL iBT and 



TOEIC with the CEFR (Tannenbaum & Wylie, 2008). They used the CEFR alignment guidelines 

to match the TOEFL iBT and TOEIC speaking, writing, listening, and reading sections with the 

CEFR. Several studies on the correlation between the International English Language Testing 

System (IELTS) and the CEFR have also been conducted, with the latest level-setting study 

published in 2013 (Lim, Geranpayeh, Khalifa, & Buckendahl, 2013). 

In South Korea, numerous studies have validated the achievement standards of the 

national curriculum by comparing them with the internationally verified CEFR. The CEFR has 

also been compared with the achievement standards for first-year high school English. When 

developing achievement standards, it is argued that activities, examples, and evaluation samples 

should be provided to make the standards actionable (Lee & Kim, 2009). Hwang (2016) claimed 

that the CEFR is a global standard in foreign language education, allowing for the diagnosis and 

evaluation of language proficiency based on international criteria, making it highly efficient in 

education. 

The purpose of this study is to link the G-TELP Speaking Test (GST) and G-TELP 

Writing Test (GWT) with the CEFR. To match the CEFR scale from A1 to C2, the benchmarking 

method was improved and applied to derive proficiency levels, and the validity was examined 

based on procedural, internal, and external criteria. 

 

 

 

 



II. Theoretical Background 

 

1. Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) 

 

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) is widely used 

as a standard tool for measuring foreign language proficiency in education. In the 1990s, both 

intuitive, qualitative, and quantitative methods were used in the process of developing the CEFR 

levels and their descriptors. The CEFR provides metalinguistic reference points for foreign 

language teachers, learners, assessors, and textbook developers, allowing language education 

institution leaders, textbook authors, teachers, teacher trainers, and test developers to reflect on 

their efforts and whether they meet learners' needs. 

The CEFR consists of six proficiency levels (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2), each with detailed 

achievement descriptors for speaking, writing, listening, and reading skills and subskills. In 

addition to these six levels, descriptors for levels such as Pre-A1, A2+, B1+, and B2+ are also 

included. A1 and A2 represent basic levels, B1 and B2 represent independent levels, and C1 and 

C2 represent proficient levels. 

By adopting the CEFR, educational objectives based on objectivity, transparency, and 

commonality can be established, and global and universal standards can be set in foreign 

language proficiency tests. The CEFR contains numerous scales, including subscales for 

speaking, writing, listening, and reading, as well as communication strategies, linguistic, 

sociolinguistic, and pragmatic competencies. It avoids judging language proficiency solely based 



on overall scores and instead provides detailed task-specific descriptors, categorized into three 

areas: communicative activities, communicative strategies, and communicative competence. 

Additionally, the CEFR divides language activities into private, public, occupational, and 

educational domains, describing language use in various contexts (Kim, 2019). 

 

<Table 1> Descriptors of the Six CEFR Levels 

A1 

The lowest level, where learners can understand and use familiar, everyday expressions and 

basic phrases. For example, learners can introduce themselves and ask questions about 

personal details, but only if the other person speaks slowly and clearly. 

A2 

At this level, learners can understand and use phrases and expressions related to familiar 

topics such as family, shopping, and local geography. They can exchange information in 

simple terms about their background and surroundings. 

B1 

Learners can understand the main points of clear, standard speech or writing on familiar 

matters related to work, school, or leisure. They can handle most situations while traveling 

in a region where the language is spoken and describe experiences, events, dreams, and 

opinions. 

B2 

Learners can understand the main ideas of complex text on concrete and abstract topics, 

including technical discussions in their field of specialization. They can interact fluently 

with native speakers without strain and express themselves on a wide range of topics. 

C1 

At this level, learners can understand a wide range of longer and more demanding texts and 

recognize implicit meaning. They can express themselves fluently and spontaneously for 

social, academic, and professional purposes and produce clear, well-structured texts on 

complex subjects. 

C2 

Learners can effortlessly understand virtually everything they hear or read. They can 

summarize and synthesize information from different sources and express themselves 

spontaneously with high precision, even in complex situations. 

 



2. Level-Setting  

 

Level-setting refers to the process of determining one or more cut scores in an exam. 

Using these cut scores, examinees' performance is categorized into two or more levels (Cizek & 

Bunch, 2011). Cut scores are determined through standard-setting procedures, and performance 

descriptors are developed for each level. In this study, the levels were classified into six 

categories based on the CEFR scale (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2), with additional classifications for 

levels like B1+ and B2+. 

In language testing, the benchmarking method is suitable for directly testing speaking and 

writing skills, as it involves a more natural procedure compared to other standard-setting 

methods. Benchmarking allows expert panels to establish achievement standards by comparing 

local test tasks with CEFR levels and developing a shared understanding of those levels. 

Through this process, proficiency levels for the G-TELP Speaking and Writing Tests were 

established. 

A. Expert Panel Composition 

The panel consisted of 10 members, including learners, measurement experts, textbook 

authors, educators, and instructors. The panel included 4 native speakers from the internal global 

research team, 2 internal researchers, 1 internal textbook researcher, 1 native English professor, 1 

native English instructor, and 1 internal/external native researcher. The panel members were sent 

materials related to the CEFR, level-setting, and schedules two weeks before the actual level-

setting process. The materials sent included the following: 



- Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), Council of Europe 

(2001) 

- Companion Volume to the CEFR, Council of Europe (2018) 

- Manual for Relating Language Examinations to the CEFR, Council of Europe (2009) 

- CEFR scales related to Speaking and Writing 

- G-TELP Speaking and Writing test items linked to the CEFR scales 

- Research linking TOEFL and TOEIC to the CEFR by ETS (Tannenbaum & Wylie, 2008) 

- Background variables questionnaire 

- Survey questionnaire 

- CEFR level samples for Speaking and Writing items 

- CEFR level descriptors for Speaking and Writing 

- Schedule for the level-setting sessions 

Before participating in the level-setting, the panel members reviewed the materials to 

familiarize themselves with the CEFR and the level-setting process. The CEFR provides detailed 

descriptors for various sub-areas of language ability. To aid in the panel's understanding, only 

the reading-related descriptors were compiled and provided. Additionally, a collection of reading 

items developed or aligned with the CEFR by other experts was provided to help panel members 

compare their understanding of the CEFR scales with their own judgments.  

The level-setting process was conducted over three weeks, starting from the third week of 

December 2022, across three days. On the first day, the panel members gathered and were 

briefed on the research objectives, the purpose of the exam, test details, and sample items. The 

panel members were divided into three groups, considering their gender and background, to 



understand the CEFR and level-setting methods through group activities. The panel members 

received CEFR scales and discussed the level-setting method to adapt to it and understand the 

concepts. For each area, the minimum competence required at each CEFR level was defined. 

After group activities, the definitions of minimum competence provided by each group were 

shared and discussed among the entire panel. 

<Table 2> Characteristics of Level Setting Panel 

Category Frequency Percentage(%) 

Gender 
Male 6 60% 

Female 4 40% 

Nationality 

South Korea 3 30% 

USA 5 50% 

UK 1 10% 

Pakistan, USA 1 10% 

Mother Tongue 

Korean 3 30% 

English 5 50% 

English, Chinese 1 10% 

Pakistani 1 10% 

Experience in Level 

Setting 

Yes 2 20% 

No 8 80% 

Experience (Years) Average Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

English Education  7.2 5.3 0 15 

English Assessment 4.5 3.5 1 10 

 

In this study, considering the relatively small number of test items in each area, level-specific 

scores for each test were derived using the benchmarking method. The panel members were 

provided with a variety of feedback materials to examine the test from multiple perspectives and 



to facilitate group discussions. Panel members were also instructed to mark items as "Not 

Applicable (N/A)" if they deemed that certain test items were not suitable for examinees at 

specific CEFR levels. If one-third or more of the panel marked an item as N/A, no cut score was 

calculated for that level. 

 

B. Procedure 

The Speaking and Writing tests were direct tests, and the level-setting process was 

conducted using the benchmarking method, as it involved a direct evaluation of proficiency 

levels (in this case, the six CEFR levels). The benchmarking process provided samples that 

demonstrated performance at each level, allowing the panel members to understand the CEFR 

levels from A1 to C2. The process began with sample analysis and evaluation, following 

examples of the CEFR benchmarks from A1 to C2. 

The benchmarking process was conducted over three days. On the first morning, the 

panel members gathered for an orientation on the research objectives, test purposes, detailed test 

items, and sample items. The daily schedule ran from 9 AM to 5 PM, with each area being 

assessed over 1–2 rounds. 

- Day 1: Orientation, GST (Speaking), and benchmarking with discussion 

- Day 2: GST (Speaking), first and second rounds of each level with discussion 

- Day 3: GWT (Writing), first and second rounds of each level with discussion 



To facilitate discussions, the panel was divided into two groups based on gender and 

background: one group within the company and one external online group. Each group engaged 

in activities to understand the CEFR. 

Through group discussions, the panel defined the minimum competencies for each CEFR 

level. These competencies were then shared with the entire panel, allowing everyone to 

internalize the concepts and adapt to the level-setting method. The panel members reviewed 

various feedback materials, assessed the test from different angles, and engaged in group 

discussions to make the process more comprehensive. To apply the benchmarking method, the 

test papers were printed out, and for the speaking test, the correct answer recordings were played 

for the panel to assess. For the writing test, the correct answers were marked. The six CEFR 

levels were considered, and the panel members were instructed to evaluate examinees from the 

lowest level (A1) to the highest (C2). If scores were unexpectedly high or low, panel members 

revisited previous answers and analyzed them based on the rubric for a more detailed evaluation. 

In the first round, panel members were given enough time to review the test papers. For 

the benchmarking method, panel members were instructed to determine the minimum 

competence required for each test item from the first round. In the second round, the panel 

members either maintained or adjusted the level of each item based on the first round's 

discussions. In the first round, panel members made independent judgments without group 

discussions. After the round, feedback materials were provided, and panel members took a break. 

After enough group discussion, the next round began. The tests used in the research were 

analyzed based on actual examinee performance, allowing feedback materials to be prepared. A 



unique number was assigned to each panel member to avoid any pressure to modify their cut 

scores during group discussions, ensuring that feedback was provided anonymously. 

When evaluating samples, the process should follow logical steps, including reaching a 

consensus, presenting illustrations, conducting individual assessments, small group evaluations, 

and full group discussions, with graphical data collection and feedback provision wherever 

possible. After training on the test tasks, the coordinator ensures that all necessary materials are 

available to the panel members before the benchmarking/standard-setting process begins. 

During the sessions, the coordinator must summarize opinions and discussions to achieve 

reliable results through the most appropriate judgments. It is important to remember that 

participants are asked to estimate the level, and the group is not asked to form a consensus on the 

sample levels. Instead, predetermined criteria are applied to reach the correct level, regardless of 

previous evidence. Before becoming accustomed to the training, judgments should not be too 

strict or lenient, as this may destabilize the panel members' future judgments. Therefore, 

investing sufficient time in pre-training is essential. 

Coordinators should ensure that participants become familiar with standardized samples, 

understanding why and how a specific sample corresponds to a certain level. Working in pairs or 

small groups is usually well-received by participants. If necessary, the coordinator can facilitate 

the discussions, guiding the group in the right direction. The primary benefit of this group work 

is that participants are naturally compelled to justify their judgments by using clearly defined 

criteria. 



In speaking evaluations, panel members must have a proficiency level of at least B2/C1 

and begin by analyzing and evaluating CEFR benchmark performances. Most audio samples 

follow a similar format, including a monologue phase (one candidate explaining something to 

another candidate) and an interaction phase (two candidates engaging in a discussion). For 

writing assessments, it is also important to review samples of written interaction, such as memos, 

letters, and written compositions (e.g., explanations, stories, reviews). 

C. Statistical Analysis of Local Samples Subject to Benchmarking 

The grades of local samples subject to benchmarking need to be statistically analyzed. (a) 

Confirm the relationship with levels, (b) calculate intra-rater reliability (consistency) and inter-

rater reliability (agreement among participants), and (c) evaluate the degree of agreement among 

participants. The average level is derived by analyzing the grades during the benchmarking 

process. The main advantage is that it allows identifying inconsistent panelists and excluding 

them if necessary. 

At the end of the session, the set of benchmarked samples and detailed records kept 

during the session will be very helpful for future training. Documentation for each sample, 

specifying which level the sample represents, can act as a model. Audio recordings of 

discussions during the session can serve as a useful resource for preparing such discussions. 

 

 

 

 



<Table 3> Oral Assessment Criteria GRID (CEFR)  

 



<Table 4> Suppleentary Criteria GRID: “Pluse Levels”(CEFR) 

 

 

 



<Table 5> Written Assessment Criteria GRID 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Validation Methods 

The standard deviation of the proficiency levels proposed by each panel member was 

examined, and Cohen's Kappa coefficient and classification accuracy coefficients were 

calculated to analyze the consistency and accuracy of classification based on final proficiency 

levels as an internal criterion for validating the level-setting process (Hanson & Brennan, 1990; 

Lee, Hanson & Brennan, 2002). The classification accuracy coefficient represents how 

accurately observed scores classify test-takers when compared to their true scores. It is the 

difference between the false positive rate (the probability that a test-taker whose true score τ is 

below the true level τ0 obtains an observed score x0 above their actual level) and the false 

negative rate (the probability that a test-taker whose true score τ is above τ0 obtains an observed 

score x0 below their actual level) (Hanson & Brennan, 1990). 

In this study, classification consistency and accuracy were calculated using item response 

theory (Hanson & Brennan, 1990; Lee, Hanson & Brennan, 2002). Specifically, using item and 

ability parameter distributions estimated from actual data, true score distributions and error score 

distributions were obtained, and Cohen’s Kappa and classification accuracy coefficients were 

calculated based on the proficiency levels derived in this study. The Jamovi 2.3.2 software (Lee 

& Kolen, 2008) was used to calculate these coefficients. As an external validity criterion, the 

distribution of test-takers proficiency levels based on CEFR levels was calculated. Lastly, 

procedural validity was secured by reviewing the final proficiency levels after completing two 

rounds and administering a survey to evaluate the level-setting process. The survey included 

questions about the evaluation of the level-setting process, factors influencing level-setting 

decisions, and confidence in the final proficiency levels. 



IV. Results 

 

1. G-TELP Speaking Test Level-Setting Results 

The results of the level-setting for the G-TELP Speaking Test (GST) are shown in Table 

6. The levels calculated through the benchmarking method are indicated in bold after rounds 1 

and 2 of benchmarking, covering levels A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2. 

During the final stage of deriving the proficiency levels, all 10 panel members proposed 

proficiency levels for all CEFR levels, without marking any items as "N/A." There were no 

extreme values, so the average was used without considering other statistical measures. To verify 

internal validity, the standard deviation proposed by each panel member was examined. Table 6 

shows the results of level-setting through the benchmarking method. During rounds 1 and 2, the 

standard deviation between the levels determined by each panel member decreased and showed a 

tendency to converge in a consistent direction. In most levels, the difference in averages 

decreased as the rounds progressed. 

Table 6 summarizes the results of the benchmarking level-setting process, comparing the 

results of GST levels to CEFR levels, and also comparing levels of G-TELP Level 2, OPIc, and 

TOEIC Speaking to the benchmarking results for GST. 

 

 



<Table 6> Comparison of GST and Other Tests by CEFR Levels: Results of Level Setting 

Based on Benchmarking Methods 

CEFR GST 
GTELP  

Level 2 
OPIc 

TOEIC 

Speaking 

A1 21-25 Level 9, 10 Novice High 60-80 

A2 26-43 Level 8 Intermediate Low 90-100 

B1 

 

 

44-55(B1) 

 

56-73(B1+) 

 

 

   Level 7 

Level 6 

Level 5 

Level 4 

Intermediate Mid 1 

Intermediate Mid 2 

Intermediate Mid 3 

Intermediate High 

100-130 

140-150 

B2 
74-85(B2) 

86-94(B2+) 
Level 3 

Advanced Low 

Advanced Mid 

160-170 

180-190 
 

C1 95-99 Level 2 Advanced High 200 

C2  Level 1 Superior  

 

Table 7 summarizes the survey questions related to the level-setting of GST. The analysis 

showed that 99% of the respondents found the preparatory materials provided before the level-

setting to be useful, and 100% responded that they understood the purpose of the study. 

Additionally, all respondents evaluated that the instructions and explanations provided by the 

facilitator were clear, the explanations of the level-setting method were detailed, and the 

explanation of the grade calculation method was clear. They also found the feedback and 



discussions provided after each round of level-setting to be useful and reported that the process 

of making level-setting judgments was easy to follow. 

 

<Table 7> Survey Response Results: Level Setting Process 

Q. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

 Strongly 

agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

The homework assignment was useful 

preparation for the study.  

33% 

 

56%   

I understood the purpose of the study.  67% 33%   

The instructions and explanations provided by 

the facilitators were clear.  

567% 33%   

The training in the standard-setting methods 

was adequate to give me the information I 

needed to complete my assignment. 

33% 56% 11%  

The explanation of how the recommended cut 

scores were computed was clear. 

44% 56%   

The opportunity for feedback and discussion 

between rounds was helpful.  

67% 33%   

The process of making the standard-setting 

judgments was easy to follow.  

33% 67%   

 

* Due to missing data and multiple responses, the total is less than or exceeds 100%.  

 

Table 8 summarizes the factors that influenced level-setting judgments in the GST 

survey. The most influential factors were group discussions between rounds (67%), the definition 

of the minimally competent person (56%), and the respondents' own professional experience 



(56%). On the other hand, the influence of other panel members' proposed levels was reported to 

be relatively low (33%). 

<Table8> Survey Response Results: Factors that Influenced Level-setting Judgments 

Q. How influential was each of the following information sources on your cut-score 

decisions?  

 Very 

influential 

Somewha

t 

influential 

Not 

influenti

al 

The definition of the minimally competent person  56% 33% 11% 

The between-round discussions* 67% 11% 11% 

The cutscores of other panel members  33% 56% 0% 

My own professional experience* 56% 44% 0% 

 

Table 9 shows the survey results regarding the panel members' confidence in the final cut 

scores for each CEFR level. The panel members who participated in setting the levels for G-

TELP Level 2 expressed high confidence in the C1 and B2 levels, but relatively lower 

confidence in the A1 and A2 levels. 

 

 

 

<Table 9> Survey Response Results - Confidence in the Final Split Score 

Q. How comfortable are you with the final cut score recommendations established by 

the panel? (Circle one)  



 Very 

comfortabl

e 

Somewhat  

comfortabl

e 

Somewhat  

uncomforta

ble 

Very 

uncomfort

able 

Cut score for CEFR A1 11% 44% 33% 11% 

Cutscore for CEFR A2 11% 78% 11% 0.00% 

Cut score for CEFR B1 11% 89% 0% 0.00% 

Cut score for CEFR B2 22% 67% 11% 0.00% 

Cut score for CEFR C1 22% 67% 11% 0.00% 

Due to missing data and multiple responses, the total may appear to be less than or greater than 

100%. 

Table 10 presents the classification consistency and classification accuracy after each 

round, which serve as internal criteria for evaluating the validity of the level-setting process. The 

Kappa coefficient was used to measure classification consistency. The analysis showed that both 

classification consistency and accuracy slightly increased from round 1 to round 2. In the 

benchmarking method, both classification consistency and accuracy improved as the process 

progressed from the first to the second round. Considering the number of levels classified in this 

study and the range observed in previous research, the classification consistency and accuracy 

were found to be high. 

 

 

 

 

<Table 10> Classification Agreement and Classification Accuracy Coefficients for Split 

Scores in Each Round 



 Round 1 Round 2 

Modified 

Angoff 

Classification 

Agreement  
0.545 0.551 

Classification 

Accuracy 
0.792 0.793 

   

 

 

2. G-TELP Writing Test Level-Setting Results 

The level-setting results for the G-TELP Level 2 exam are shown in Table 4. The levels 

calculated through the benchmarking method are indicated in bold for levels A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, 

and C2, as determined through rounds 1 and 2 of the benchmarking process. During the final 

proficiency level derivation, all 10-panel members proposed cut scores for all CEFR levels 

without marking any items as "N/A." Additionally, since there were no extreme values, the 

average was used without considering other statistical measures. To verify internal validity, the 

standard deviation proposed by each panel member was examined. 

Table 11 shows the level-setting results using the benchmarking method. Over rounds 1 

and 2, the standard deviation between the cut scores proposed by each panel decreased, showing 

a tendency to converge in a consistent direction. As the rounds progressed, the difference in 

averages generally decreased across most levels. The A2 and B2 level scores tended to decrease, 

while the B2+ level showed a slight increase. Table 11 provides a comparison of the level-

setting results based on the final round, organized into a CEFR comparison table, showing the 

benchmarking results for GWT, OPIc Writing, and TOEIC Writing. 



<Table 11> Comparison of GWT and Other Tests by CEFR Levels: Results of Level Setting Based 

on Benchmarking Methods 

CEFR GWT OPIc Writing TOEIC Writing  

A1 Level 8 Novice High 50-60 

A2 Level 7 Intermediate Low 70-80 

B1 Level 6 

Intermediate Mid 1 

Intermediate Mid 2 

Intermediate Mid 3 

Intermediate High 

90-100 

110-120 

B2 
Level 5 

Level 4 
Advanced Low 130-150 

 

C1 
Level 3 

Level 2 

Advanced Mid 

Advanced High 

160-170 

180-200 

C2 Level 1 Superior  

Table 12 summarizes the survey questions related to the level-setting of GWT.  

 

The analysis showed that 99% of the respondents found the preparatory materials 

provided before participating in the level-setting to be useful, and 100% responded that they 

understood the purpose of the study. Additionally, all respondents evaluated that the instructions 

and explanations provided by the facilitator were clear, the explanations of the level-setting 

method were detailed, and the explanation of the grade calculation method was clear. The 

feedback and discussions provided after each round of level-setting were also found to be useful, 

and the respondents reported that the process of making level-setting judgments was easy to 

follow. However, some respondents felt that the training on the level-setting method was not 

entirely adequate for completing the tasks. 



 

<Table 12> GWT Survey Response Results: Level Setting Process 

Q. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

 Strongly 

agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

The homework assignment was useful 

preparation for the study.  

33% 

 

56%   

I understood the purpose of the study.  44% 56%   

The instructions and explanations provided by 

the facilitators were clear.  

56% 44%   

The training in the standard-setting methods 

was adequate to give me the information I 

needed to complete my assignment. 

22% 56% 11%  

The explanation of how the recommended cut 

scores were computed was clear. 

22% 78%   

The opportunity for feedback and discussion 

between rounds was helpful.  

56% 44%   

The process of making the standard-setting 

judgments was easy to follow.  

33% 67%   

 

* Due to missing data and multiple responses, the total is less than or exceeds 100%.  

Table 13 summarizes the factors that influenced level-setting judgments from the survey 

questions. The most influential factors were the respondents' own professional experience (67%), 

group discussions between rounds (56%), and the definition of the minimally competent person 

(44%). On the other hand, the influence of other panel members' proposed levels was reported to 

be relatively low (11%). 

<Table13> Survey Response Results: Factors that Influenced Level-setting Judgments 

Q. How influential was each of the following information sources on your cut-score 



decisions?  

 Very 

influential 

Somewhat 

influential 

Not 

influential 

The definition of the minimally competent person  44% 33% 22% 

The between-round discussions* 56% 11% 22% 

The cutscores of other panel members  11% 56% 22% 

My own professional experience* 67% 33% 0% 

 

Table 14 shows the survey results regarding the panel members' confidence in the final 

cut scores for each CEFR level. The panel members who participated in the GWT level-setting 

process expressed high confidence in the cut scores for C1, A1, A2, and B2, but showed 

relatively lower confidence in the cut score for B1. 

 

<Table 14> Survey Response Results - Confidence in the Final Split Score 

Q. How comfortable are you with the final cut score recommendations established by 

the panel? (Circle one)  

 Very 

comfortabl

e 

Somewhat  

comfortabl

e 

Somewhat  

uncomforta

ble 

Very 

uncomfort

able 

Cut score for CEFR A1 11% 89% 11% 0.00% 

Cutscore for CEFR A2 11% 89% 11% 0.00% 

Cut score for CEFR B1 11% 78% 22% 0.00% 

Cut score for CEFR B2 11% 89% 11% 0.00% 

Cut score for CEFR C1 22% 78% 11% 0.00% 

Table 15 presents the classification consistency and classification accuracy of the cut 

scores derived after each round, which serve as internal criteria for evaluating the validity of the 



level-setting process. The Kappa coefficient was used to measure classification consistency. The 

analysis showed that both classification consistency and accuracy for the six proficiency levels 

(A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2) slightly increased from round 1 to round 2. In the benchmarking 

method, both classification consistency and accuracy continued to improve from round 1 to 

round 2. Although classification consistency and accuracy tend to decrease as the number of 

levels increases, the results still showed higher values compared to round 1. Considering the 

range observed in previous studies and the number of levels classified in this study, the 

consistency and accuracy of the classifications were found to be high. 

 

<Table 15> Classification Agreement and Classification Accuracy Coefficients for Split Scores in 

Each Round 

 Round 1 Round 2 

Modified 

Angoff 

Classification 

Agreement  
0.554 0.581 

Classification 

Accuracy 
0.812 0.830 

   

 

 

 

 

V. Conclusions  



In this study, a panel of experts was formed, and the benchmarking method was used to 

align the G-TELP English proficiency test by ITSC in the U.S. with the CEFR scale. As a result, 

cut scores for all areas of the G-TELP test were determined according to the six CEFR levels. 

The internal, external, and procedural validity criteria supporting the validity of this level-setting 

study were secured as follows. Internally, the standard deviation of the cut scores determined by 

the expert panel members decreased over successive rounds. The classification consistency and 

accuracy coefficients of proficiency levels also showed good values, validating the proficiency 

levels. Externally, the distribution of test-takers across the CEFR levels was appropriate based on 

the level-setting results. Procedurally, the characteristics of the panel and the entire level-setting 

process were documented, and most panel members evaluated that the preparation, explanation, 

and guidance during the level-setting process were clear and helpful for making decisions. 

Additionally, the majority of panel members expressed confidence in the final proficiency levels. 

The difficulty of linking test scores to the CEFR should not be underestimated. 

According to Weir (2005), the CEFR does not provide sufficient information on how situational 

factors affect performance or how language develops across levels. Milanovic (2009) noted that 

"the CEFR is deliberately underspecified and incomplete" (p. 3), emphasizing that the CEFR is 

meant to describe the characteristics of levels rather than define them precisely. There can be 

difficulties in interpreting the differences across CEFR levels consistently (Alderson et al., 2006; 

Papageorgiou, S., 2010). Some of these difficulties were clearly revealed in panel discussions. 

When developing qualified explanations, CEFR panels discover that the descriptive language is 

not applied consistently across the entire range of CEFR levels. 



However, the difficulty of alignment also depends on the nature of the test. The G-TELP 

Speaking and Writing tests align well with the CEFR, and tests specifically developed for CEFR 

mapping tend to encounter fewer alignment issues than those that were not designed for this 

purpose. 

In this study, while the tests measured two major language skills, both were covered by 

the CEFR, and the test items and tasks were not specially developed for alignment purposes. 

These skills are described by the CEFR, and indeed, the G-TELP Speaking and Writing tests 

existed before the CEFR. All target CEFR levels were mapped, and there was positive 

procedural evidence. All panel members were adequately trained, prepared to perform the 

standard-setting judgments, and found the process easy to follow. The panelists were able to 

apply their professional experience in making judgments, and most reported being highly 

satisfied with the recommended proficiency levels. Procedural validity is a crucial criterion for 

evaluating the quality of standard-setting (Cizek & Bunch, 2007; Kane, 2001; Tannenbaum & 

Katz, 2013). 

The study results showed that the G-TELP Speaking and Writing tests can be used to 

distinguish between the six proficiency levels of the CEFR scale. The panel members determined 

that they could distinguish levels from the most basic (A1) to the most advanced (C2) on the 

CEFR scale. The tests appear to measure a wide range of abilities by including items of varying 

difficulty. The comparison tables based on the CEFR scale, derived from the post-workshop 

analysis, showed comparability with other English proficiency tests. This also confirmed that 

there is little difference compared to previous G-TELP CEFR comparison tables. Furthermore, 



the study successfully derived additional levels, such as B1+ and B2+, demonstrating the 

advanced nature of the CEFR workshop results compared to previous outcomes. 

This study assessed the content and methods of the G-TELP in an objective and 

consistent manner, linking it with the latest language education standards, the CEFR. By 

adopting the CEFR, it was found that G-TELP Speaking and Writing tests emphasize 

sociolinguistic knowledge and language strategies, rather than focusing solely on grammar and 

vocabulary. Based on the level-setting schedule and processes established in this study, it is 

expected that the G-TELP Level 3, G-TELP Junior, and other tests can also be aligned with the 

CEFR. Based on these research results, future studies could increase the diversity of panel 

participants and compare the difficulty levels of different items in the same test to study level-

setting with the CEFR. Additionally, studies on the equivalency of the G-TELP Speaking test 

with other English-speaking tests can be conducted, and the results applied to CEFR-related 

level-setting to better understand the significance of the scores. 
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APPENDIX A: Example Round Table Schedule 

AGENDA: Mapping G-TELP Test onto the Common European Framework 

Day 1: G-TELP Speaking (GST) Section 

Day 2: G-TELP Speaking (GST) Section 

Day 3: G-TELP Writing (GWT) Section 

Day 4: G-TELP Writing (GWT) Section 

- 9:00 – 9:45: Table Group: Define groups for each section 

- 9:45 – 10:45: Review charts and write explanations for each level sample 

- 10:45 – 11:00: Overview of the method for setting response criteria 

- 11:00 – 11:15: Break 

- 11:15 – 12:00: Training/Practice on standard-setting approaches 

- 12:00 – 13:00: Lunch (Data entry) 

- 13:00 – 14:00: Round 1 individual decisions on speaking/writing items (starting from 

lower levels) 

- 14:00 – 14:45: Discussion of Round 1 results and score overview 

- 14:45 – 15:00: Break 

- 15:00 – 15:15: Break (Data entry) 

- 15:15 – 15:45: Round 1 individual decisions on speaking/writing items (starting from 

lower levels) 

- 15:45 – 16:00: Discussion of Round 1 results and score overview 

- 16:00 – 16:15: Break (Data entry) 

- 16:15 – 16:45: Round 1 individual decisions on speaking/writing items 



- 16:45 – 16:55: Round 2 individual decisions (overall level for each candidate) 

- 16:55 – 17:00: Wrap-up and adjourn 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX B :Background Questionnaire 

 

Name : ________________________________  Participant # _______________  

 

1. What is your gender?       

Male    

Female   

Other (please elaborate if you feel comfortable doing so) 

____________________________________________ 

2. What is your nationality?  

Province/state: _____________________ 

Country: ______________________ 

3. What is your first language (mother tongue)?   

Language: _________________________ 

4. Do you speak any other languages?  

 Yes 

 No 



If yes, please list each language and your approximate level (beginner, intermediate, advanced). 

Language 1: ______________________________ Level: _____________________________ 

Language 2: ______________________________ Level: _____________________________ 

5. Do you have any experience for Standard-setting? 

________________________________________________________________ 

6. How many years do you have English education experiences (year)?  

________________________________________________________________ 

7. How many years do you have English evaluation/measurement experiences? (year)  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX C : Survey Questionnaire 

 

Date:  

Session: Grammar/ Listening / Reading / Speaking / Writing  

 

1. Standard-setting process 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?  

 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

 

The homework assignment was useful 

preparation for the study.  

    

I understood the purpose of the study.      

The instructions and explanations provided 

by the facilitators were clear.  

 

    

The training in the standard-setting methods 

was adequate to give me the information I 

needed to complete my assignment. 

  

    

The explanation of how the recommended 

cut scores were computed was clear.  

    



 

The opportunity for feedback and discussion 

between rounds was helpful.  

 

    

The process of making the standard-setting 

judgments was easy to follow.  

 

    

 

2. Factors influencing level setting judgment 

How influential was each the following information source on your cutscore decisions?  

 Very 

Influential 

Somewhat 

Influential 

Not 

Influential 

The definition of the minimally competent person     

The between-round discussions     

The cutscores of other panel members    

My own professional experience     

Others: 

______________________________________________________________________________

_______ 

3. Confidence in final cutscore 

How comfortable are you with the final cutscore recommendations established by the panel?  



 Very 

Comfortable 

Somewhat 

Comfortable 

Somewhat 

Uncomfortable 

Very 

Uncomfortable 

Cutscore for CEFR A2     

Cutscore for CEFR B1     

Cutscore for CEFR B2     

Cutscore for CEFR C1     

Cutscore for CEFR C2     

 

4. Do you have any concerns about the way the workshop was conducted?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX D : GST Performance Assessment Table by Level 

Level Evaluation Guidelines 

1 Authentic The level at which you can speak English fluently at the same level as a native 

English speaker. You can communicate fluently and logically and have the same 

pronunciation and accent as native English speakers. 

2 High-Advanced Proficiency in English at an advanced level. You can present your opinion on 

the analyzed information to persuade the other party or perform tasks related to 

offering a solution to a hypothetical crisis without difficulty. There are 

occasional mispronunciations, but overall, the expression is smooth and natural. 

Has a rich vocabulary and can speak with reasonable control of grammatical 

structures 

3 Advanced Able to express one's opinions generally well in almost all situations, although 

sometimes spontaneously. The flow of speech may be interrupted by starting a 

sentence incorrectly and rephrasing it. Pronunciation and accent mistakes, as 

well as intonation and rhythm of the native language, sometimes interfere with 

conversation. 

4 High-

Intermediate 

This is a level at which you can express your opinion in most situations. 

However, there are solid accents and frequent grammatical mistakes. Often 

mistakes in intonation make it challenging to convey meaning. Even when we 

talk, we sometimes say or stop saying unnecessary things. 

5 Intermediate Able to express one's opinions in general under normal circumstances but may 

occasionally have difficulty in unfamiliar situations. Solid accents and frequent 

grammatical mistakes are present. In addition, it is sometimes difficult to 

convey the meaning due to apparent errors in stress. 

6 Low-

Intermediate 

You can usually communicate your thoughts well in everyday situations, but 

sometimes it is difficult to respond effectively when dealing with unfamiliar 

situations. The choice of vocabulary is also generally inappropriate, and there 

is difficulty in paraphrasing to convey meaning. In addition, differences in stress 

are evident and often need help to get meaning. 

7 High-Basic Even in everyday situations, it is difficult to convey one's opinion, and 

sometimes it is difficult to answer even in unfamiliar situations. There is a lot 

of time to think before answering, so the answer is delayed, and the solution 

needs more. The choice of grammar and vocabulary is also often inadequate. 

8 Basic I find it difficult to express my opinion in everyday situations and often find it 

challenging to respond in unfamiliar situations. Mistakes in frequently used 

grammatical structures and sentence forms result in little understanding transfer. 

9 Low-Basic  Difficulty expressing one's opinion in general situations and answering in 

unfamiliar situations. Responses are always late and need more information. In 

addition, it is almost impossible to convey understanding due to incorrect 

grammar and vocabulary. 

10 Beginner-Basic It is a level where they have difficulty conveying their thoughts even in familiar 

everyday situations. Answers are always delayed, and even when they are 

answered, it is almost impossible to understand. Grammar, vocabulary, 



sentences, stress, everyone makes mistakes all the time, making it impossible to 

convey meaning. 

11 No mastery Unable to hold meaningful conversations, speaking a few words from memory. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX E: GST Rating  

Rating  

Level Scores by task 

L4 

Task1~4 

L3 

Task 5~8 

L2 

Task 9~11 

1 If the average is above 90% 

2 If the average is above 75% 

3 If the average is above 75% If the average is below 

74% 

4  

If the average is above 75% 

If the average is between 68-

74% 

 

If the average is below 

74% 5 If the average is between 63-

67% 

6 If the average is below 62% 

7 If the average is between 70-

74% 

- - 

8 If the average is between 67-

69% 

9 If the average is between 63-

66% 

10 If the average is between 55-

62% 

11 If the average is below 54% - - 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX F: GST Transcript Sample   

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX G: GWT Description  

GWT Description  

Proficiency Level Level Description  

Level 1  Authentic  Test takers at this level can demonstrate their self-confidence in all 

unfamiliar and familiar situations. They can express their feelings well, 

use a broad range of appropriate vocabulary words, provide accurate 

explanations, and express appropriate idioms. They can show 

consistent and precise grammatical structures, sentence patterns, and 

word order. Open ideas are logical, sequential, and well-organized so 

that the message they convey is persuasive. 

Level 2 High-

Advanced  

Test takers at this level can effectively express their opinions in almost 

any situation. There are rarely visible errors, but the grammatical 

structure and sentences need help understanding their meaning. 

Nevertheless, they use a broad range of appropriate vocabulary words 

and explain consistently and effectively. In addition, test takers of this 

level lay out logical ideas. The writing is generally coherent and 

persuasive. 

Level 3 Advanced Test takers at this level can effectively express their opinions in almost 

any situation. The test taker's writing is mostly appropriate to the 

problem. Grammar has little effect on conveying meaning. Essay 

errors and sentence patterns occasionally appear, but the test taker's 

writing can usually be easily understood. In general, the test taker 

selects appropriate words and uses cul-de-sacs when necessary to 

navigate vocabulary deficiencies. The test taker's writing is generally 

coherent and persuasive. 

Level 4 High-

Intermediate 

Test takers at this level can express their opinions in most situations. 

Test takers' works are usually appropriate for the problem. 

Grammatical errors and sentences that occasionally affect the meaning 

appear sometimes but are generally easy to understand. Usually, test 

takers choose the right words; when facing vocabulary deficiencies, 

they find other ways to express their thoughts. There are signs of trying 

to solve the story logically, and it is generally well-organized. The 

writing of the examinee is usually well-coordinated but could be more 

persuasive. 

Level 5 Intermediate Test takers at this level express their opinions well on familiar topics, 

but they need help with writing in unfamiliar subjects. Writing often 

needs to be on a familiar subject matter. Grammatical errors and 

sentence patterns that affect meaning sometimes appear but can be 

primarily understood. Generally, the test taker uses appropriate word 

choice, but specifically struggles with effective paraphrasing. Ideas are 

somewhat logical. There are signs of trying to solve ideas logically, 

and works are generally well-organized. The test taker's writing could 

be more coherent and more persuasive 



 

Level 6 Low-

Intermediate 

Test takers at this level generally express their opinions well on 

familiar topics. Still, sometimes it is impossible to communicate 

effectively in situations that need a detailed explanation. Irrelevant 

content may be displayed. In general, grammatical structures and 

sentence patterns are appropriate, but there is evidence of wrong word 

selection and insufficient amplification to convey the content. 

Descriptions are presented. the  writing could be more logical and it 

does not clearly express what it wants to develop.  

Level 7 High-Basic Test takers at this level usually need help expressing their opinions on 

familiar topics. Writing effectively in unfamiliar situations is usually 

impossible. A lack of detailed explanations or relevant content is 

shown. Grammar significantly affects meaning. Essay structures and 

sentence patterns often appear. Poor word choice is evident. There is a 

notably limited range of vocabulary. There is almost no logical 

development and a lack of compositional effectiveness. Development 

of the test taker’s ideas can be more precise and more coherent. 

Level 8 Basic Explanations are insufficiently detailed, and irrelevant content is often 

shown. Grammatical errors affecting meaning and sentence patterns 

are almost always visible. Inappropriate and confusing word choice is 

usually visible, and it isn't easy to interpret. Unordered ideas. The text 

is not arranged clearly. The test taker's writing is almost always unclear 

and contradictory. 

Level 9 Low-Basic It is usually impossible to understand meaning. Wrong and confusing 

word choice is always visible. It is challenging to understand what 

message the examinee is trying to deliver. 

Level 

10  

Beginner-

Basic 

There is a lack of basic explanation and erratic and inappropriate 

content development. It can be challenging to understand what test 

takers are trying to achieve. Grammatical structures and sentence 

patterns are always unclear. In most cases, word choice is 

inappropriate. It isn't easy to understand what message the examinee is 

trying to convey. 

Level 

11  

No mastery  Test takers at this level can only express a list of known words or 

phrases. Therefore, it is impossible to write a composition that conveys 

the relevant content. 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX I : GST Transcript Sample   

Score Explanation Table  

Raw Score Quality of Sample % Equivalent 

0 no or limited sample 0 

1 poor 20 

2 fair 40 

3 above average 60 

4 good 80 

5 excellent 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Grade Conversion Table  

Writing Proficiency Level % Range 

1 95 - 100 

2 85 - 94 

3 75 - 84 

4 65 - 74 

5 55 - 64 

6 45 - 54 

7 35 - 44 

8 25 - 34 

9 15 - 24 

10 5 - 14 

11 0 - 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX I : GST Transcript Sample   

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX I: Level-Setting Workshop Panel 

Internal Members 

Researcher Minjeong Kim 

Researcher Hajun Yoo 

Manager Sunhee Jeong 

Candice Bayley  

Corey Steiner  

Rob Walsh  

Toby Charles William  

 

 

External members  

Ali Raddaoui  

Kymberly Talor  

Mike Dong   

 

 


