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= ABSTRACT: This paper first reviews key concepts in language testing and discusses
the use of the English Language Placement Test administered at the Catholic Univer-
sity of Rio de Janeiro to computer science students, who are required to take one of
the two ESP courses offered by the English program. The analysis of the scores on two
versions of a test administered to two different groups of computer science students
who took the examination in sequential semesters is presented. For the original test,
item facility and item discrimination were calculated, then overall test reliability was
estimated. The statistics were carefully examined and a number of the test items were
eliminated, revamped or replaced in creating a revised version of the test. This modi-
fied and improved version of the test was then administered to a second group of stu-
dents and the same statistics were applied once more. The results are discussed in
terms of the importance of item analysis and revision for providing more consistent
and accurate language testing instruments.
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Introduction

Language tests are generally not easy to create. However, careful
preparation, as well as a posterior analysis of results and revision of
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questions may enhance the quality of different types of tests, making
them more meamngful for teachers and students.

This paper describes the process five faculty members at the
Pontificia Universidade Catdlica do Rio de Janeiro (PUC-Rio) went
through in 1mproving a specific test: the English Language Placement
Test administered to students from the computer science program.

Brown and Pennington (1991) have Lsted four categories of tests
used to measure students’ language matunty in various ways: profici-
ency tests, placement tests, diagnostic tests and achievement tests.
Alderson, Krahnke & Stansfield (1987) also 1dentify these four types of
tests as the most commonly used mn the field of language teaching
(Brown, 1992). Brefly, these four types of tests can be described as
follows:

(a) Proficiency tests are typically not based on any particular program’s
content. As such, they are designed to measure how much of a
given language a person has learned or acquired without reference
to a particular program and 1ts objectives. Proficiency tests are usu-
ally used for global decisions like the admussibility of a student to a
particular mstitution or language program.

(b) Placement tests are those instruments designed to match students’
foreign language abihity with the specific content of the courses in
a program. They give msight for the placing of students into the
various levels of study within a program. They do not usually gene-
rate grades and, in general, results are given as course assignments
which correspond to the course(s) in which the students should
enroll

(c) Diagnostic tests aim at determining the learners’ strengths and
weaknesses with regard to the specific objectives of a course. Such
tests are usually administered at the beginning of a program or in
the middle of a course (as progress tests). The purpose of these tests
is to help students and their teachers focus their efforts where they
will be most effective.

(d) Achievement tests measure how students fare in relation to the
content or use of certain skills from a narrower perspective. These
tests, usually based on the specific objectives of a particular course,
evaluate the extent to which the leamers have assimilated the sub-
ject matter taught and practiced in the course.

The English program at PUC-Rio has experienced these four
types of tests The English Language Placement Test, which will be the
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focus of this paper, 1s admnistered to computer science students who
may be required to take at least one course in Enghsh for computer sci-
ence These Enghsh for specific purpose courses (ESP) are taught n two
levels

In order to improve the placement instrument and to make 1t
more meamngful for students and teachers, numerous versions of this
test have been designed by the English faculty at PUC-Rio These
attempts at revision have been designed to produce an instrument that
can more accurately measure students’ Enghish maturity, especially in
reading (with a focus on vocabulary, and reading for facts and infe-
rence)

The purpose of this paper 1s to describe the process of test revi-
sion and show the steps followed 1n improving our placement test The
faculty’s goal was to systematically improve the ongmnal mstrument
administered in May 1992 This goal led to exammation of the statisti-
cal results, especially item analyses, and the revision and re-admnis-
tration of a revised version of the test 1n October 1992 The discussion
of these processes will be orgamzed around the following research
questions

1 How many test items m the onginal test need revision?

2 To what degree 1s the score distribution of the original test
improved m the revised version of the test?

3 To what degree 1s rehability affected by the revision process?

4 To what degree 18 the final version of the test vahd?

Method

Subjects

The subjects in this study were the entire population of first
semester 1992 and second semester 1992 computer science freshmen
at PUC-Rio. Because of their departmental regulations, they were
required to take the English Language Placement Test in May and
October 1992 in order to be correctly placed in English for Computer
Science I or IA. A total of 44 freshmen took the original version of the
placement test in May and 101 freshmen took the revised version in
October 1992.
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Table 1 shows the subjects’ overall distribution 1 terms of con-
ditions of language study, sex, immersion in an English-speaking coun-
try and expenence in the Computer Science field The two groups seem
to be very smmilarly distributed n terms of therr experience m hving
abroad and m therr specific field of study It was only 1n terms of sex and
language study charactenstics that the two groups showed differences

Table 1 - Description of subjects who took the original and revised

tests
Variable May 1992 October 1992
(N = 44) (N=101)
% %
Years of English Study 0-5 56 64
6-10 38 33
11-16 4 2
Private English Courses 72 84
High School English Only 27 15
Male 75 58
Female 25 42
Schools Abroad 0 4
Visited English-speaking Country 31 38
1-2 months
Lived English-speaking Country 4 2
1-b years
Experience in Computer Science
None 59 55
Little 16 16
Large 25 26
No answer 1 3
Materials

The placement test administered to all students is general in pur-
pose, and students are required to take it before enrolling for the first
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time 1n the computer science program Students’ scores are evaluated
according to the structure of our program and they are designated to
enroll n the course that best matches their level of performance As a
consequence of having administered this test for many years, our clas-
ses have been organized into fairly homogeneous groups (Becher & Oli-
velra, 1989) enabling both learners and teachers to better profit from the
learning/teaching experience

The use of this type of test for so many years has also engendered
continuous changing of the instrument so that 1t has finally become a
rehable mstrument that places students according to the different
levels of language maturity that they have when they begin to study
Englsh at PUC-Rio0.

In general terms, the placement test aims at measuring students’
understanding of Enghish as used for a special purpose More specifi-
cally, the goal of the test 18 to evaluate the extent to which students
can read the language used 1n computer science To some degree, the
test questions are designed to differentiate content knowledge from
language knowledge. The test separates students into homogeneous
groups that will be taught similar language points based on both lan-
guage knowledge and language skills. The students are placed into one
of the courses required (Level I or Level IA).

The ongmal version of the placement test (see Appendix A) was
composed of two parts Part I, based on an authentic 450-word article
extracted from a computer magazine, consisted of eight productive test
1tems. This section of the test was designed to measure the students’
abilities to use strategies considered crucial to the reading process
(skimming and scanning for mformation and vocabulary, interpreting
the author’s intention and point of view). Part 11, based on two 10-12
hne paragraphs extracted from a computer science textbook and a brief
letter published in a computer magazine, consisted of 25 receptive test
items It was designed to assess the students’ knowledge of technical
vocabulary and connectives in context Considerably more detail will
be provided about this test in the Results section of the paper

Procedures
The onginal and revised versions of the test were administered

under simular conditions in May and October 1992. On both occasions,
the same auditorium was reserved for the computer science students
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to take the test The maximum time allowed was approximately two
hours In October, however, the subjects taking the revised version
were also asked to complete a 40-item cloze test within 25 minutes.
Once they had completed the cloze test, they proceeded on with the
placement test

Analysis

The ongnal test and the revised version were analyzed with the
help of a software program called QuattroProt™ (1991) on an IBM com-
patible personal computer Fust, all of the data were entered into this
spreadsheet program Each students’ test was given an 1dentification
number which was marked on the test paper itself, then this number
was entered mnto the first column of the spreadsheet Each students’
answers were then entered mnto subsequent columns as 1's (for correct)
and 0's {for incorrect) such that each row of the spreadsheet represen-
ted on student’s performance on the test — item by item The total sco-
res (the sum of all the ones and zeros) were then calculated and put into
the last column Next, the student records (rows) were sorted so that
the total scores were arranged from the highest score to the lowest one
In consistently descending order

Item analysis

Each individual item on the test was then analyzed according to
the following 1tem analysis statistics

Item facility (IF) 1s a statistical index used to examine the percen-
tage of students who correctly answered a given item It 1s calculated
by adding up the number of students who responded correctly to a
question and dividing that sum by the total number of students taking
the test IF statistics range from 0O for 1tems that no student answered
correctly to 1 00 for items that all students answered correctly, and, of
course, 1t can take on all the values in between The following (Garrett)
scale may help 1n assessing the IF statistics

00-.15 Very difficult
16 - .50 Difficult

51 - .85 Easy

86 - 1.00 Very easy
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Item discrimination (ID) is an indicator of the degree to which an
item separates the “high achievers” (with high scores) from the "low
achievers” (with low scores). Here, it was calculated by contrasting the
performance of the upper third of the students with that for the lower
third. The ID for each item was calculated by first computing the item
facility for the high achievers and low achievers, separately, then sub-
tracting the IF for the low group from the IF for the high group. ID can
range from .00 to 1.00 (the higher the value the better because higher
values indicate items that are discriminating well between the two
groups of students) and from .00 to -.1.00 {the higher the negative values
indicate items that are acting in some way different from the whole
test). The following scale may help in interpreting the ID statistics:

00-.20 Very low (discrimination)
21-.26 Poor

27 - .33 Average

34- .40 Good

41 - .60 Very good

60 - 1.00 Excellent

The two statistics taken together can be used to select those
items that are functioning well for placement decisions for the particu-
lar group in question. Following Brown (1992) and Ebel (1979), those
items which have overall [F values between .30 and .70 and relatively
high ID values are items that should be retained in the revised version
of the test, and those items that have overall IF values below .29 or
above .71 and low ID's are items that should be deleted from the test.

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics are numerical representations describing
how the groups performed on the test. The following descriptive statis-
tics were used in this study:

The Mean (X) is one indicator of the central tendency, or typical
performance of the group. It is essentially the same as the arithmetic
average of the scores. The mean was calculated by adding up all of the
scores and dividing the result by the total number of scores.

Alfa, Sao Paulo, 41; 133-158, 1997 139



The Standard deviation is a sort of average of the differences
of all scores from the mean. It is an indicator of the dispersion of scores
around the mean.

Reliability coefficients, as used here, indicate the degree to
which a test is internally consistent, or reliable. The Kuder-Richardson
formulas 20 and 21 were used in this study (K-R20 and K-R21). These
coefficients can range from .00 to 1.00 and, by moving the decimal
point two places to the right, can be directly interpreted as the percent
of consistent variation in the scores on a test. Thus a test with a relia-
bility coefficient of .85 can be said to be 85% reliable.

Validity is defined here as the degree to which a test measures
what it claims to be measuring, and it can only be examined after the
reliability of the test is determined to be acceptable. Two strategies will
be used here. The first is the criterion-related validity strategy, which
involves exarnination of the correlation of the scores on a test with
some outside measure (in this case, cloze test scores). The second stra-
tegy used here in thinking about the validity of the test is called content
validity, i.e., the validity of this test was defended on the basis of the argu-
ment that the content of the test is a representative sample of the types of
English language that computer science students will need in taking
their courses and pursuing their careers in that field.

Results

The results of this paper will be presented in an order that corres-
ponds to the order of the research questions given in the introduction to
the paper. Thus the item analysis results will be presented first followed
by the descriptive statistics, as well as 1eliability and validity statistics.

Item Analysis

This section of the paper will present a detailed description of the
items in the original version of the placement test as well as a descrip-
tion of the revised version, highlighting only those items which were
modified or substituted as a result of the item analyses carried out in
improving the test. The item statistics for the original and revised ver-
sions of the test are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2 — Item statistics for the original and revised versions

Qriginal Revised
item Original item Revised
numbper ¥ D number ¥ D
I 63 67 Iy .80 A8
12A 42 .66 12B* .66 .16
12B .63 .78 12C .69 .68
12C 21 .00
12D .b8 67 12E .69 61
12D .59 17
12E 32 44 128 .33 A7
12F 32 22 12G .61 45
12G 37 .b6 12H* .35 .18
12H .26 33
13A .37 .78 IBA .29 .60
13B .32 44 13B 17 .37
13C 26 56 13C .26 60
- 13D 26 56 13D .29 A4
I3E .32 44 I3E 43 .54
I3F 21 44 I3F .29 .63
14 .52 .78 14 45 .60
16 .53 .78 15 43 .70
16 74 56 16A .56 .70
16B .50 .64
17 .68 .33 17 72 .68
I8A 42 .78 18A 19 40
18B .16 33 18B 13 .30
18C .05 11
18D 00 00 18C 18 40
188 .26 44 18D .18 .37
Al .79 22
I .40 34
I1A2 42 .78 2 b1 .54
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Continuation

Original Revised
item Original item Revised
number IF D number IF D
I1A3 47 67
I11A4 .b3 .78 I3 .b8 .61
1I1Ab .63 11
II1A6 .63 .56 14 .76 .38
m1A7 .63 .56 15 72 b1
1I1A8 42 33
I1A9 42 22
II1A10 32 .67 16 .75 .38
I1B11 .68 33
I1B12 74 .b6 a7 73 22
1I1B13 .63 67 18 .64 b1
1B14 .16 A1
II1B15 47 1.00 19 .67 .61
1I1B16 32 44
I1B17 21 22
111B18 .68 .67 1110 .75 .45
1I1B19 37 .56
ma 37 b4
21 .06 .00
122 .26 -.22
1123 21 .00
1124 .26 22
1125 11 .00
I~ .45 .24
Im2* .36 24
13 22 34
14 22 .b3
1115 44 b1

* Items which had been selected for elimination in the projected version of the test to be administered
in the following semester.
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Notice that the original item numbers are presented in the first
column of Table 2 with the corresponding IF and ID values in the
second and third columns. The revised item number and corresponding
IF and ID are presented in columns four to six. Items that were elimina-
ted in the revised version of the test are blank in the last three columns,
while items that were added to the revised version are blank in the first
three columns. Those revised items with an asterisk have been selec-
ted for further elimination in the projected version of the test which was
administered the next time it was used (in our ongoing process of test
improvement).

It is important to understand that both versions of the test were
made up of individual items and clusters of items that will be referred
to as subtests in the following text. In accordance with the criteria sta-
ted in the Analysis section above, item I1, which assessed the students'
abilities to interpret the author’s declared intention, worked very well
(IF = 63; ID = .67) and was therefore retained in the revised version of
the test. The second and third subtests were similar in that they were
made up of subsets of fill-in items which required the students to com-
plete two tables using information contained in the text.

The second subtest was divided into items I2A to I12H. It was noti-
ced, however, that this subtest should have been clearer in directions
to the students and scorers, alike. The first two items in subtest 2,
where price information was expected, were not counted in the total
scores on the original test due to scoring inconsistencies. The rest of
the items in subtest 2 (I2A to I2H) included five which were ideal for
retention in the revised version of the test with IF values between .30
and .70 and ID values higher than .44. However, there were also three
problematic items, which needed to be rejected or improved. Item 12C
(IF = . 21; ID = .00) and item I2H (IF = .26; ID = .33) were eliminated by
filling both spaces in the table with the expected answer. This solution
was also seen as a way of clarifying to the students what was expected
of them. Clearer scoring instructions were also included in the answer
key. Item I2F (IF = .32; ID = .22) was considered marginal due to its low
ID but was retained because its IF was slightly above the .30 cut-point.

The third subtest contained items I3A to I3F. Although four items
had IF values below .30, the ID values were relatively high, ranging from
.44 to .78. Consequently, these items were 1etained in the revised ver-
sion of the test.

Items 4 to 7 were short-response items in which students were
expected to answer in one of two full sentences. It was quite clear that
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the first three tems n this sequence were good items that should be
retained 1n the revised version since therr IF values were between 53
and 74 and their ID values were quite hugh ( 78, 78, and 56, respecti-
vely) In the revised version, Item 6 was divided into two sub-items, I6A
and I6B for the sake of clanty mn answenng and m scorng Item 7,
which might have been subject to improvement due to its ID value of
33, was left intact so that there should be at least one easy item m this
series

In 1tems I8A to I8E, the students were expected to find the text
synonyms for the words given n the items Unfortunately, however,
three out of the five items turned out to be problematic for an item
analysis point of view Item I8B (IF = 16, ID = 33) proved to be too diffi-
cult but was mncluded 1n the revised version because 1t had an accep-
table ID value Item I8C was defimtely a poor item and was eliminated
1n the revised version of the test The expected word in the text - cum-
bersome - was much too difficult for most students and the word that
could have been accepted as the second best answer did not attract
enough respondents for the answer key to be altered Item I8D presen
ted a typographical error which had gone unnoticed during the test
development process This error may have led all of the students to
leave the 1tem unanswered This item was corrected and retained mn
the revised version of the test Although item I8E had an IF of 26, 1t was
kept because of its relatively high ID value of 44

The twenty items which make up the first subtest of Part II on the
test were receptive in nature since they required students to select
from a list of optional technical vocabulary in order to complete two
short paragraphs Twelve of these items worked guite well (with IF
values of 42 to 74 and high ID values) and were retamned for the revised
version of the test (It 1s worth noting that item 111B15 was a perfect dis
cnimnator ) On the other hand, there were a total of nine items m the
II1A subtest (items 1, 5, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 17, and 20) which needed to be
discarded because they had relatively low ID values The decision to
drop these mmne items was endorsed by the group, who saw this deci
sion as a justified way of shortening and cutting down on the number
of technical vocabulary items The texts in the revised version were
kept the same, but each had only six blanks that the students were
expected to fill In The five items (1121 to 025 which composed subtest
2 of Part I 1n the onginal version, set out to measure 1 a receptive-pro
ductive manner the students’ abilities to use connectives These items
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proved to be quite ineffective since their IF values all fell below .30 (ran-
ging from .05 to .26) and the ID values were low or even negative.
Apparently, this set of items was too difficult - in part, perhaps,
because of formatting problems. Consequently, these items had to be
deleted from the revised version of the test. However, content validity
considerations required that this linguistic aspect of the language be
tested. In addition, it was considered important that some combination
of receptive-productive items be included in the test. As aresult, arela-
tively easy passage was extracted from a computer science textbook
and a whole new set of items was created.

Descriptive statistics

Table 3 gives the descriptive statistics for the original version of the
test, for the revised version and for the version that was projected for the
next administration. For the projected version, these statistics are the
result of doing a reanalysis of the revised version results with the weak
items (the ones with asterisks in column four of Table 2) eliminated.

Table 3 - Descriptive statistics for the original, revised and projected
versions of the test

Statistic Original Revised Projected
Number of items 49.00 42.00 36.00
Mean 19.63 19.60 16.83
Standard Deviation 10.94 8.97 8.37
Maximum 36.00 39.00 35.00
Minimum 3.00 0.00 0.00
Range 34.00 40.00 36.00
Average IF 40 47 47
Average ID 44 48 .b3

Notice that the first row gives the total number of items for the
three versions of the test, and that subsequent rows provide the mean,
standard deviation, maximum score obtained, minimum score obtai-
ned, score range, average item facility and average item discrimination.
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Reliability

The reliability statistics are presented in Table 4. Notice that the
three versions of the test are approximately equal in reliability even
though the revised and projected versions of the test become increa-
singly shorter. Since it is well known that shorter tests are generally
less reliable than long ones, our test appears to be increasingly efficient
in that it remains about equally reliable but is shorter in the revised and
projected versions.

Table 4 — Reliability statistics for the original, revised, and projected
versions of the test

Statistic Original Revised Projected
K-R20 .94 9N 92
K-R21 .92 .90 .90
Validity

Two strategies were used here. The first was the criterion-related
validity strategy, which involved examination of the correlation of the
scores on a test with some outside measure (in this case, a cloze test).
The correlation between the revised version of our test and the cloze
test scores .62 (n = 93), which lends support to the notion that our test
is valid in the same sense that a cloze test is, i.e., for testing overall lan-
guage proficiency.

The second strategy used here was content validity. We feel that
the validity of our test can be defended on the basis of the argument
that the content of the test was carefully set up to be a representative
sample of the types of English language that computer science stu-
dents will need in taking their courses and pursuing their careers in
that field. Each item was reviewed by at least three of the English
faculty with this criterion in mind when the test was originally created
and in subsequent versions. Efforts were also made to balance the item
types and content in about the same way in all versions of the test.
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Discussion

1 How many test items 1n the onginal test need revision?

As shown 1 Table 3, the number of items consistently decreases
as the test was reworked from the onginal to the revised and to the pro-
jected versions from 49 to 42 to 36 items, respectively However, the
answer to this question 1s not quite that simple As indicated in Table
2, 18 1tems were eliminated from the original version mn creating the
revised version Then, 10 new 1tems were added to that revised version
1n order to mamtamn a balance of item types A further six items (ones
that did not function well) were removed 1n the projected version of the
test

2 To what degree 1s the score distnbution of the onginal test improved
1n the revised version of the test?

As mdicated 1n Table 3, the score distributions of the successive
revisions of the test appear to become mncreasingly well-centered In
addition, there 1s room for at least two standard dewviations above and
below the mean on the revised and projected versions of the test (while
this was not true for the ongnal test)

3 To what degree 1s reliability affected by the revision process?

On the whole, all versions of the test were very rehable with K R20
and K R21 coeffictents m excess of 90 However, as stated above a
shorter test that 1s equally reliable with a longer one 1s more efficient
Hence, our revision processes have improved the efficiency of our pla-
cement procedures by creating a shorter test that 1s approxamately
equal 1in rehiabihty

4 To what degree 1s the final version of the test valid?

The validity of the test was discussed from both the critenon-
related and content validity points of view Since the criterion-related
validity results indicate that the test 1s assessmg overall Enghsh lan-
guage proficiency and smce the content validity 1ssues indicate careful
planning 1n developing the computer science content, we feel confi-
dent that the test 1s measuring what we claim to be measuring to a
satisfactory level
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Conclusion

On the whole, this project has demonstrated the efficacy and
importance of using item analysis techniques to revise language pro-
gram tests. This process has not only given us information about indi-
vidual items and allowed us to improve successive versions of the test,
as well as to create and streamline new tests. In the past, there was a
great deal of dissatisfaction with these placement procedures. However,
given this on-going process of test revision and analysis, we believe we
are now able to provide placement for our students that is not only con-
sistent and accurate, but also fair.

OLIVEIRA, L. P. de et al. Recharging the battery: placement tests for ESP stu-
dents. Alfa (Sdo Paulo), v.41, p.133-158, 1997.

= RESUMO: O presente artigo inicia-se com uma breve andlise de conceitos bdsicos na
drea de testagem, apresentando, a seguir, a proposta dos testes de nivelamento apli-
cados aos alunos do curso de Tecndlogo em Processamento de Dados (TPD) da PUC-
Rio - os quais devem, por exigéncia curricular, cursar um dos dois niveis de Inglés Ins-
trumental para Informatica oferecidos pelo Departamento de Letras. O estudo desen-
volvido analisa os resultados de duas versées de um teste aplicado, em semestres
consecutivos, a dois grupos diferentes de alunos de TPD. Em relagdo ao teste original,
foram calculados os indices de facilidade e de discriminagdo, estimando-se a confiabilidade
do teste. As estatisticas foram cuidadosamente analisadas, levando a eliminagdo, refor-
mulagdo ou substituigdo de algumas questées, de modo a produzir-se uma nova versao
do teste. Esta versdo reformulada foi aplicada a um segundo grupo de estudantes, 1ea-
lizando-se 0 mesmo estudo estatistico. Os resultados ressaltam a importancia da ana-
lise e reformulagdo das questbes para garantir intrumentos de testagem mais
consistentes e precisos.

= PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Testagem; ensino; lingua inglesa.
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Quantos anos de ingles vOCE Ja @StUdOU? ...susruveeecrisaseoncasstssosssannnnssnnnns
Qual fol o Gltimo nivel cUrSado? <.iueceueuoraoaiotatnressasasesataressonnassatannns
EmM Que INSEILULGA0T tosuureenssnovarsoassossssncrsssobssannsosnasanotstseosssanoasss
ER QUE 3N07 L.uuriesioronsocnaronarssanrsssanasrsiesesssiransavarinocnsasnersoonsnns
Voce ja morou ou visitou alguma pals de lingua inglesal seveeevrsrecrvnsacnoriasaras
QUBNELO CemPO? L. .urissosroenacrrosossssarcccrsrvecsssesinaborerartosonarnsrornrbssnsaos
Assinale na escali' hbaixo, o seu grau de conhecimento em inglis:

o 1 2 3 4 5
Compreensao escrita ()Y (Y ()Y Q)Y () ()
Conpteeniﬁc oral CY Y €Yy ) €) Q)
Producao oral (Y (Y ()Y ey o))

Numere em ordem decrescente os itens em que vocé sente maior dificuldade ac ler um
texto da drea de Processamento de Dados em ingles:

{ ) Estruturas gramaticais

{ ) Vocabulario em geral

( ) Vocabulirio técnico

¢ ) Conhecimento bisico na drea de informitica.

Tem experiéncia/conhectmento na dresa de Processavento de Dados. Especifique.

T R R O O T O R R O TR I

NAQ PREENCHER

Nivelado para:
Ingl@s Técnico I () Inglés Técnico IA ()

ASSINatura dO ProfeSSOT: .v.censasvssrrooaossrarrsosassossorsarseniascassosrveasnsnans
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PART [

Read the article 'WANT MY REAL OPINION' published in the April 1991 issue

Macworld Magazine.

WANT MY REAL OPINION?

1 you'rs serious about color
“nulming taks my advice and

port with 8 few extra bucks to
buy & full-fladged color photo-edit-
Ing pachage. ColorStudio and Adobe
Photoshap, the most pawerful ex-
amples, sell for about $300 more
1han aither PixelPsint Pro or Studio/
32, Although they lack toole for cre-
ating geomstric shapes like rect
angles snd ovals, bath
tior producis for many hi
color paint projects, Both Photoshop
and ColotStudio provide 24-bit color
using an 8-bit monitor; virtusl
memary; a slew of usefut imege-
oditing filters; full contrast, bright-
news, and color batance control;
sntigliasing: and pressure sensitiv
fty. In addition, both offer exacting
control whan creating four-color
separstions, and they provide dirsct
support for scanners

Daciding betwsen the two,
howevar, is a difficult proposition for
the discerning artist. ColorStudia
offers an extremaly versatile collec-
tion of drawing tools and brush
shapss. The program also stiows
you t0 customize brush shepes,

annax filss—special resources that
can includa seperation modules and
image-aditing fiters. From an elsc.
onic painter's perspective, Color-
Studio’s grestest strength over
Photoshop may be the Shapes an-
nex, & coftection of object-oriented
tools and commands that rival thase
of dedicated dcawing programs such
s Adobae lllustrator and Aldus Free-
Hand. Like Wustrator 3.0, Color-
Stydia’s Shapes allows you 10 re-
shape PostScript type outiines to
creats logas snd othe: specialized
lettarforms.

Unfortunately, while it's a dra-
matic improvement over its orede-
tessor in meny ways, ColorStudio
1.11 has inherited two frusirating
ancestral traite. First, it demande
5M8 of RAM 10 run—more than

Alfa, 830 Paulo, 41: 133-158, 1997
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- Venice 5

1

Hesl 1o Resise  This 28MB painting fea-
furws enogas kom tres diflacem photo-
qreehs sconned using an Epson ES-300C. OF
the 2464 programa currenty evelleble for
the Mac. onty 3 handhl provide both imags-
diting a0d cvior-sepwation capebikties. 01
tese, your best bet for creating tha sent of
wntwort ia 8 dediceied calor imege-aditing
epplication such aa Adobs Phatoshop.

twice as much memory as Photo-
shop requires—preventing many
users {rom apersting ColorStudio

under MultiFinder. And sacond, the

program has a cumbersome user
interface, chutered with complicated
dislog boxes.

Photoshop, on the athsr hand,
delivers high-powsred painting
prowess in s substaniially simplified
format. A highlight amang Photo-
shop's pointa of painting intecest is
he magic eraser tool, which selec-
tively ravarts portions of » painting
to their previousty ssved sppesr-
ence. ColorStudio lacks even a
standard o What's more,
Photoshop offers versatile transfor-
mation commands and straightfor-
ward masking control in which se-
lections act s¢ aditing stencils, Thaes
fosturen are prosent but less intui-
tive in ColorStudio.

But regacdiess of which pros
grem you choose—CalorStudio or,
my favorite, Photoshop—there’s no
getting sround the fact ,g.n.m-q
iwo Image-aditing- _lpp‘llclglon-
doubls s the best golor peint pro~
grarny an the market.

of
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Now, answer questions 1 through 8.

1.

o

152

The text aims at ...

You may answer questions 4 through 7 im Portuguese,

{ )} showing the causes that led to the creation of a photo edltor.

-~~~
~

comparing and contrasting photo editors.
showing the process used when dealing with a photo editor.
describing the advantages and disadvantages of using a computer.

Complete the table with information contained in the first paragraph.

Object-oriented | Direct scanner
Price
_drawing tools

support

ColorStudio

Adobe Photcshop

PixelPaint Pra $ 699
Studio/32 $ 65
>

In the 2nd and 3rd paragraphs ColorStudio and Photoshop have some of their features
compared, Complete the table below with comments extracted from the text on some
characteristics of the two programs,

Shapes anmex

Eraser

Transformation commands/
masking control

T ColorStudio

[ Photoshop

Which {8 the advantage of ColorStudio over Photoshop?

Which is the advantage of Photoshop over ColorStudio?

Mention two disadvantages of ColorStudio?

Which program does the suthor prefer?

Find in the 2nd or 3rd pavagraphs of the text words that mean:

change the fOTM 4uuueersaraacesnaosrssassossnssvoassiaiasssesotsnonvatosasssnsaasnsnss
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PART 11

1. Using some of the terms in the list below, complete the blanks in paragraphs (a) and
(b).

(a) At the centre of the computer systems is the (1) which can be considered to be the
‘brain' of the computer, Its main components are the central processor and the vain
(2). The speed and capacity of these (3) have been greatly improved with each new
{4) of computers,

In the first genmeration, the central processor was built from electronic (5) which
were rather unreliable. The second generation used (6). The third generation used
integrated (7). The fourth generation of computers uses (8). These are contained
on electronic chips which are slices of (9) with thousands of {10) components and
circuits engraved on them.

[ T T R ¢ ) B D R RRRRRL LI

(3] vrnenrenesensnernsarsnsneernernseens (8) tiiiiiniviinrieiee
b s JETUUT T T SVOPUUTRY () SO U P
€9) weveerernernnennensenrenenaneneenees (10} teiiieiiiieiieet e

(b) The operating syl?éi is the most important type of systems software. It consists
of a group of (11) designed to manage and co-ordinate all the (12) and software of
a copputer system as efficiently as possible and to provide communications between
the computer and the (13). It is a very complex plece of (14) which performs many
different (15) such as controlling the operation of the disc (16) displaying prompts
and (17) keeping the system ruvaning if an (18) occurs in a program, checking the
input of identification (19} and passwards and keeping a log of terminals used in
a pulti-uger syatem.

The operating system must be (20) with the central processor and is usually supplied
by the computer manufacturer.

[ 5 Y 8 ¥ 3 B L R
13) .

(15) venvrvosnssarenosnonsnanrenesseness (16) cuvvivraicncnsinrenonrronsnanonrennss

A ¢ £ 3 B T T R TR

(4% 5 T ¢ X B R RERREERETREERERELE

(19) siciecrvrsneacinsesrciecettnnnsres (20) ..ivvveviossituesaaranssasrecasstcranes
floppies scanner valpts circuits
desktop memory functions hardware

CPU microprocessors components cursors
transistors software silicon numbers
programs electronic errer board

user generation compatible drives

2. First read through the following text. Then, fill in the blanks with some of the
connectives below:

because therefore despite likewlse yet however but while

COLOR COMPARISON

We at Adobe want to comment on lon Poole's recent comparison of Letraset ColorStudio
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hour with Photoshop than creators of ColorStudio Mark Zimmer and Tom Hedges did ir
two hours and 20 minutes and than Letraset employee Tony DeYoung did in two hours
with ColorStudic. (1) a clear explanation of the retouching techniques used by
both teams, Poole credits operator skill as the sole reason for the superior
regults achieved by the Phatoshop team (2) the products compared are in fact very
similar.

{3) John Knoll is, admittedly, a competent retoucher, we think the article's
conclusions ignore the very evidence this test was supposed to bring to light:
which product performs best for this type of retouching work, (4) we think the
printed results of this comparison speak for themselves. Unforctunately, (5) the
article still leaves readers a bit confused and leaves it up to them to make their
own decision.

Steve Guttman
Mountain View, California

[0 O ¢

Preseaatrterstar ot et reanranrarean

& ) R T T PR PP DS () IO crerines
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APPENDIX B
DEPARTAMENTO DE LETRAS
PUC/Ri0
PROVA DE NIVELAMENTO EM LINGUA INGLESA

AUTUBRO 1992
Nome d0 alUNOI suvvvnorsnesorsannananssraosantorsnsstsnssorssatossonnronernsorsrassase

Matr{cula N2 teiuesvverovacaerosses DEPATLAMBOLO: tuvuuervurasnocassrsacssostonernas

Data: v.vofeeeelunns

RESPONDA POR PAVOR

1. Quantos anos de inglés voce ja estudou? ......

sesene ererrsiasnnsasineneenne

2. Qual foi o ultimo nivel cursado? .........
Em que INSTLtufCa0? tuivereccasencorsnasssvnonseustosrassscancasnrrosrrensmnnsains
EM QUE N07 4uveevnarsorseacaorassseosstscannsssscsotstonsasssssssssasssscsanssess

3. Vocs ja morou ou visitou algum pafs de lingua inglesa? ...ceceseersccansnsenansnas
QUALYZ t..iiiirrrenrenstrr st es e et ba st asas s ab s ae IR se e e oo abe v aroaes

QUATIEO LEMPOT 4 osevusuaaeesareaaasssonsersenosenncsareaosasesossnssnansesetsaasansen

4. Assinale na escala abaixo, o seu grau de conhecimento em inglés:

o 1 2 3 4 5

Compreensao escrita )Y Yy €)Yy ) ) ()
Compreensio oral YOy Yy oy o)y O)
Producac oral )Y Y () o) () ()

5, Numere em ordem decrescente os itens em que voce sente mator dificuldade ao ler um
texto da ares de Processamento de Dados em inglés:
( ) Estruturas gramaticais
() Vocabuldric em geral
( ) Vocabulario técnico
( ) Conhecimento basico na area de informitica.

6. Tem experiéncia/conhecimento na drea de Proceseamento de Dados? Especifique.

RAD PREENCHER
Nivelado para:
Inglés Técnico I () Inglés Tecnico IA ()

ASS1natura d0 ProfeS80T: .orisecasssvsrsssnsstosocassoraversanaaseavavrosaressrrrassasss
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Now, answer question | through 8. You may answer questions 4 through 7 ipn Portuguese,
1. The text aims at .,,

() showing the causes that led to the creation of a photo editor.

( ) comparing and contrasting photo editors,

() showing the process used when dealing with a photo editor.

() describing the advantages and disadvantages of using a computer.

2. Complete the table with information contained in the first paragraph.

Price | Object-orientend Direct scanner
. drawing tools support
[ CatorScudio yes
Adobe Photoshop no
[ PixelPaint Pro $ 699 no
| Studie/32 $ 699 no no

3. In the 2nd and 4 th paragraphs ColorStudio and Photoshop have some of their
features compared, Complete the table below with comments extracted from the
cext on some characteristics of the two programs. Don't give “yes” or 'no”
aAnswers,

ColorStudio Photoshop

Shapes annex

Eraser

Transformation
Commands/ masking —l

control

4. Which is the advantage of ColorStudie over Photoshop?

5. Which 1{s the advantage of Photoshop over ColorStudio?

6, Mention two disadvantages of ColovStudic,
@) aeiiserenaneranranarrennsetrnastatennubraeaset asrteenainsaaniaranentonrans

-

7. Which program does the author prefer?

8. Find in the Znd or 3rd paragraphs of the text words that mean:

a

change the FOrM vuivisureoetrorosoansresocrarsosancsssasnatossoerorossesosones

b) characteristies soiieivrrarssrorsierreaseronannnnes

€) COMPELE With .eueeiverarassonecrsenosorronnenseaatsasssetsancansesnastonsnns

L T T S
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PART 1I

1. Using some of the terms in the list below, complete the blanks in paragraphs
(a) and (b)
{a) At the centre of the computer (1) is the CPU which can be considered to be
the ‘brain’' of the computer. Its main components are the central processor
and the main (2). The speed and capacity of these components have been
greatly improved with each new (3) of computers.
In the first generation, the central processor was built from electronic valves
which were rather unreliable. The second generation used (4). The third
generation used integrated (5). The fourth generation of computers uses
microprocessors. These are contained in electronic chips which are slices of

silicon with th da of (6) p s and circuits engraved on them.
etrcuits systems techniques
software generation memory

circuits transistors electronic

(b) The operating system is the most important type of systems software. It
congists of a group of programs designed to manage and co-ordinate all the
hardware and software of a computer system as efficiently as possible, and
to provide communications between the computer and the (7). It is a very
complex pilece of software which performs many different (8) such as
controlling the operation of the disc drives, displaying prompts and
cursors, keeping the system running if an (9) occurs in a program
checking the input of identification (10) and passwords and keeping a 103
of (11) used in a sulti-user system.

(7) eivnsinceasennssnsasnsnsasanersasss (B) coveiianiiioeiniianiiiionaiiienannss

board terminals desktop
user functions error
numbers circuits
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2, First read through the text below. Then, f1ll in each of the blanks with

a different connective chosen form the list below:

A computer keyboard 1s similar to a typewriter keyboard because it has
alphabetic and numeric keys in a QWERTY layout. However, there are some
differences, For example, the computer keyboard has user-defined function
keys. Their use depends on how they are programmed; (1), it varies from
program to program., Some computer keyboards have a BREAK key. (2) it must
be used with great care (3) it clears the program (4) all the data from the

main memory.

(1) tevrnennnerorcarsnnrcesnsnvsssnanss (2) teerenscnsseasiivnccesonnssons

but therefore

and for
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