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Introduction
This report provides highlights of the accomplishments of a research program
carried out in the summer of 2010 in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan. The research was carried out
with financial support from the American Councils for International Education’s
Research Scholars Program. After a brief overview of the central research questions, a
detailed account of the data collection tasks completed this summer follows. Then, a
bibliography along with data collection protocols are provided as appendices. At the time
of this update, the investigator is completing the overall data analysis.

The Research
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union many nations throughout Eurasia have
dramatically altered their higher education admissions systems. The primary rationale for
change has been to overcome corrupt practices that have plagued admissions in the postSoviet era (Blau, 2004; Osipian, 2007; Heyneman et al., 2008). In the case of Kyrgyzstan
for example, change has entailed the replacement of traditional oral admissions
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examinations with written, standardized tests.1 The new admissions tests in Kyrgyzstan
are conducted in the Kyrgyz, Russian, and Uzbek languages (Drummond & De Young,
2004).
The introduction of standardized admissions testing to the Eurasian region merits
scholarly attention for several reasons. First, admissions policies have high stakes
distributive effects as they shape the allocation of the valuable resource of higher
education. Second, selection testing for tertiary admissions can impact secondary
education as administrators, teachers, and students adjust to new incentives created by
what is assess on high stakes tests (Yeh, 2005). Finally, selection inferences in the
Eurasian countries are now based on results of cross-lingual tests, the validity of which
must be carefully substantiated (Hambleton, 2005).
Cross-lingual assessments are instruments created in one language and adapted
into another for use in a different linguistic population (Dorans & Holland, 1993).
Practitioners and researchers use cross-lingual assessments for various descriptive,
analytical and selection purposes both in comparative studies across nations and within
countries marked by linguistic diversity (Hambleton, 2005). The main challenge to valid
inferences based on cross-lingual assessments is that in addition to obvious language
differences, there may be less visible cultural, contextual, and psychological differences
between the tested groups that impact test item response patterns.
Funds provided by the Research Scholars Program supported the examination of
two key aspects of cross-lingual test adaptation in Kyrgyzstan at the test item level. The
first is the extent to which bi-lingual item evaluators are able to predict differential
1
Kyrgyzstan (2002), Kazakhstan (2004), Georgia (2005), Russia (2008), and Ukraine (2008). Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine
actually initiated pilot testing of their new admissions tests earlier – Kazakhstan (1999), Russia (2001), Ukraine (2004). These later
dates refer to the time when admissions testing became mandatory for all those seeking higher education.
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performance (by language group) on a series of adapted tests items. The results of this
analysis have implications for the extent to which cross-lingual assessments can provide a
sound basis for valid selection inferences. The second is an exploration of the specific
linguistic, cultural or other challenges to cross-lingual test item adaptation in the Kyrgyz
and Russian languages.
Research Questions
With support from the American Councils for International Education Research
Scholars Program, in the summer of 2010 (June – August) considerable fieldwork was
conducted to generate data in order to answer the following questions. The primary
research question in this study is:
To what extent can item evaluators (bi-lingual) predict how differences (if any)
between Kyrgyz and Russian test items on a cross-lingual test will impact item results
across these two language groups? Differences here are defined to be linguistic,
psychological, cultural, content, format or other differences on each item.
To answer this question, the investigator organized and conducted a substantive
review of forty verbal skills test items from the university admissions test in Kyrgyzstan.2
Ten bi-lingual evaluators were selected and trained to complete this process. The items
evaluated consisted of twenty analogy items, ten sentence completion items, and ten
reading comprehension items adapted from Russian into Kyrgyz. In brief, item
evaluators: (1) estimated levels of difference(s), (2) characterized the nature of the
differences, (3) described the differences, (4) estimated which group was favored, (5)
suggested improvements to make the items more equivalent, and (6) participated in a
focus group discussion about each item.
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The investigator speaks both Russian and Kyrgyz and has secured permission to utilize data from the Center for Educational
Assessment and Teaching Methods (CEATM), the organization that conducts the university admissions test (see attached). The full
name of the university admissions test is The National Scholarship Test, or NST.
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Then, a statistical DIF analysis using logistic regression was carried out and the
relationship between these two estimation approaches assessed. A secondary question
was whether or not the use of statistical methods adds value to the process of adapting
cross-lingual test items in Kyrgyzstan. A questionnaire was administered to the
representatives of the testing center where the tests were constructed after all the data was
analyzed.
The second research question of this study is:
What are some of the specific linguistic, cultural or other challenges to creating
equivalent Kyrgyz and Russian test items in Kyrgyzstan?
There are relatively few studies that seek to identify the causes or sources of DIF
on cross-lingual assessments (Allalouf, Hambleton & Sireci, 1999; Ercikan et al., 2004).
As no DIF studies have been carried out between Altaic (Turkic) and Russian language
groups, a primary goal of this study was to contribute to our understanding of the
particular challenges to test adaptation between these two languages. Characterizing and
categorizing the sources of DIF will inform planning and design of future assessments as
well as promote theoretical understanding of DIF involving these two language groups
(Allalouf et al. 2005). Data for interpretation will come from the item evaluators’
description of the items on the evaluation rubrics as well as group discussion.
Work Accomplished in Summer, 2010
Developing the Item Analysis Rubrics
In order to assess how well evaluators could predict group performance on crosslingual test items, special item analysis rubrics were created. Rubric one was a test
booklet specifically designed to present both versions of a single verbal skills test item,
one item per page. As the construction of this booklet required access to the test items,
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this booklet was put together in Bishkek after the investigator arrived in country. The
investigator engaged with the director of the Center for Educational Assessment and
Teaching Methods to select from which testing year data would come from; it was agreed
to use data from year 2010.
Other rubrics were developed in the spring of 2010 in East Lansing, MI. They
were designed based on the experience gleaned from similar studies and the knowledge
gained from the literature review. Once the rubrics were created, a glossary of technical
terms also had to be produced which would carefully define all key terms and provide
instructions for the participants. Once completed, the rubrics and glossary were translated
into Russian and later approved by the Institutional Review Board at Michigan State
University. The English version of all these materials can be found in appendices.
Selecting the Evaluators
Ten bi-lingual educators were selected to participate as item evaluators. All
participants signed consent forms and were compensated for their work. Selection of
competent bi-lingual evaluators was essential. It was necessary to include not only
linguists and translators in the review process but also teachers. This is because the item
review process requires not only the identification of differences in the two language
versions of each item, but also a judgment as to whether these differences might lead to
performance differences (Mazor, 1993; Ercikan et al., 2004).
Perhaps the biggest challenge in selecting the evaluators was to ensure that all
participants were as close to being as purely bi-lingual as possible. While finding bilinguals was not difficult in Kyrgystan, pure bi-lingualism is rare and bi-linguals are
usually stronger in one language than the other. In Kyrgyzstan, it is primarily ethnic
Kyrgyz who are bi-lingual as Russians tend not to speak other languages. However, there
5

is a wide spectrum of skills and knowledge amongst those that claim to be bi-lingual. The
graph below demonstrates the range of knowledge from the general population.

Ethnic Kyrgyz Russian Language Continuum

Kyrgyz Primary
(Basic Russian)
Kyrgyz Only

Bi-Lingual

Kyrgyz Primary
(Good Russian)

Russian Primary
(Basic Kyrgyz)
Russian Primary
(Good Kyrgyz)

Russian Only

A pool of potential item evaluators was identified with the help of test center
employees and provided with information about the study and a consent form. If they
agreed to participate, they completed a questionnaire which elicited detailed information
about their language skills and educational backgrounds. In order to encourage only pure
bi-linguals to apply, the investigator informed the participants would be required to use
both Russian and Kyrgyz not only on individual analysis but in oral presentations with
their peers – many of whom would be translators, linguists and other knowledgable
specialists. As part of this investigation, evaluators would be required to state and
perhaps defend their views and opinions on the test items under study. Several potential
candidates initially applied but declined after they learned that they would need to discuss
item equivalence with a large group of their peers. Each candidate provided information
about their professional backgrounds and language capabilities. The investigator selected
ten evaluators that provided a balance in terms of competency levels in both languages.
In other words, because few specialists are equally strong in two languages the committee

6

was balanced to ensure that if half the group was stronger in Russian the other half was
stronger in Kyrgyz.
The chart below presents the characteristics of those eventually selected to serve
as evaluators.

Profession(s):

Teacher (secondary or tertiary) (5), Test item writer (3), Philologist/language specialist (6), Methodologist
(1), Translator (5), Linguist/editor (2), Lawyer (1)

Background Characteristics of Evaluators
Language Medium of Secondary Education
Language Medium of Higher Education
Main Language at Work
Main Language at Home
Language in which you “think”

Slightly more literate in Russian

Kyrgyz

Russian

Slightly More literate in Kyrgyz

Both

Equally Literate in both
Languages

All evaluators except one were women and all had completed higher education.
The fact that the majority were women is due to the fact that they are over-represented in
the education sector in teaching, translation, and linguistics in general in the republic. The
majority of participants selected more than one profession. This is because in Kyrgyzstan
bi-lingual educators often serve in many capacities: as translators, test item writers, or
work in other capacities on a short term basis in addition to their primary place of work.
Teachers often work in multiple institutions in varying roles and capacities (De Young,
2004).
In an important sense, the investigator considered the broad spectrum of
professional experience a plus. Translators who know the school program or educators
who have experience creating test items can approach the task from a multitude of
perspectives and have knowledge not only about one area (linguistics for example) but
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also practical experience in another, relevant discipline. Three of the ten had experience
working as test item writers and one of the ten had actually participated in the adaptation
this instrument in 2010. None of them had ever participated in a formal DIF evaluation
procedure before.
All participants were ethnic Kyrgyz. In terms of schooling, half the evaluators
completed their secondary education in the Russian language medium and half in the
Kyrgyz language. Three evaluators received higher education in both languages while
only two completed their higher educations in the Kyrgyz language medium. This is not
surprising as noted in the previous chapters Russian language medium of instruction was
the language of cultural and social capital throughout the Soviet period and even today a
majority of those receiving higher education are doing so in the Russian language.
However, seven evaluators use both languages at work and six of them use both
languages in the home. None of the evaluators reported that Russian was their main home
language. Interestingly however, four evaluators reported that they “think” primarily in
the Russian language. If there is error in evaluator reporting, it could very well be in
under reporting the amount of Russian spoken in the home. I.e. it is possible that ethnic
Kyrgyz respondents tended to note “both languages” were spoken at home, even if
Russian language was in fact the primary language. Four marked that they were slightly
more literate in Russian than Kyrgyz, three marked that they were slightly more literate
in Kyrgyz than Russian and four marked that they were equally literate in both languages.
Testing the Rubrics
I conducted a practice analysis (pre-test) with one evaluator in order to determine
if adjustments were needed to the rubric or glossary. A separate time was set up and the
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one evaluator completed the rubrics several days before the other nine evaluators met to
work. The pre-test yielded important results. In addition to the discovery of some minor
formatting mistakes, the pre-test evaluator reported in a debriefing that the most
challenging aspect of the rubric was interpreting the coding categories in section two of
rubric 2.
Although definitions of “adaptation, translation, format and cultural issues” were
provided in the pre-packaged materials given to the evaluators, due to the limitations of
time, and perhaps evaluator experience, the pre-test evaluator noted that these categories
were easily confused and open to various interpretations. She noted, for example, that she
spent an inordinate amount of time attempting to classify whether a problem with an item
was a “cultural” or “linguistic” problem. She questioned the utility of coding the nature
of the problem and was in favor of more focus on description of the problem (section
three).
After considerable contemplation, the researcher agreed that the main purpose of
the rubrics was to gather good descriptive data about the item, not assess how
consistently the evaluators coded the nature of the problem: This is the task of the
researcher, to characterize and interpret what kinds of problems were being discovered,
after collecting the data from all ten evaluators. However, as the full rubrics had already
been printed, this section was left on the rubrics. It was decided that before evaluators
started to fill out the rubrics they would be instructed to focus on sections one, three, four
and five of the rubrics. Emphasis was placed on section three (description) of the issues
they discovered with each item.
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Several days before convening the evaluators for item analysis, each evaluator
was provided with the glossary of key terms for home study. They were instructed to read
through the glossary carefully before the committee was to convene. The evaluator panel
was convened at 98 Tynustanova Street at the Center for Educational Assessment and
Teaching Methods at 9:00 am. All ten evaluators came on time, the researcher conducted
a forty-five minute training, and evaluators were seated in individual work stations.
Administering the Rubrics
There were three main steps to the evaluation process. On the morning of day one
all evaluators answered the thirty eight3 test items test items (rubric 1 a) and provided an
initial mark on difference levels (rubric 1b). This process took approximately three and
one half hours. The next day evaluators completed rubric 2 for the items they had
marked as not identical. This process took approximately four hours. On the evening of
day three, all evaluators returned to the test center to discuss each item. This process took
approximately three hours. The English version of these evaluation rubrics can be found
in appendix three.
Day One
Rubrics 1a and 1b were designed based on a model by utilized by Allalouf et al.
(1999). The evaluators attempted to correctly answer all the items in both the Kyrgyz
and Russian versions in a single test booklet. Evaluators were split into two groups and
asked to start with different items. One group started with item 1 while the other started
with item 20. This ensured that all items received at least a minimum amount of
coverage. Items were organized one pair to a page with room for comments about
equivalence and differences.
3
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This was a blind review in the sense that the evaluators did not know which items
had been identified as DIF (Ercikan et al. 2004). Evaluators read and answered both
language versions and responded to the items as if they were test takers; they took notes
only on the most important problems that arose. Item pairs coded as “identical” on rubric
1.b were set outside as they would not be needed for the completion of rubric 2.
Evaluators were tasked with filling out rubric 2 in detail only for those pairs for which
differences were evident. A fifteen minute coffee break was organized after the second
hour. All test booklets were collected at the end of the day and stored in a secure location
until the continuation of work the next day.
Day Two
Rubric 2 was filled in the next day. This step required the evaluators to take their
notes from step one and code their comments on specially developed rubrics for those
items not selected as identical. Per the changes following the pre-test, rubric 2 now
contained the following sections: (1) estimation of the level of differences (if any), (3)
description of differences in detail, (4) estimation of which group (if any) might benefit
from the noted differences, (5) suggestions for improvements.
Section 1 (level of difference) of the rubric required evaluators to classify each
pair of items as identical, somewhat similar, somewhat different, or different. This coding
scheme, adapted from both Ercikan et al.’s (2004) and Reckase and Kunce’s (2002)
work, defined these terms as follows:
0- Identical: no difference in meaning between two versions;
1- Somewhat similar: small differences in meaning between two versions, will

not likely lead to differences in performance;
2- Somewhat different: clear differences in meaning between the two versions
may or may not lead to differences in performance between two groups;
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3- Different: differences in meaning between two versions that are expected

lead to differences in performance between two groups.

Depending on the nature of the differences, evaluators filled out color-coded
rubrics based on whether their comments are related to content (violet form), format
(green form), or cultural/linguistic issues (pink form). This allowed the researcher to
more easily collate the forms later during analysis. This stage of the process took
approximately four hours to complete.
At the end of the day, booklets and rubrics were collected by the investigator and
analyzed that evening to look for key patterns and issues. This was done because the time
to be allowed on day three for discussion was only 2-3 hours and the investigator wanted
to make sure that items were prioritized for discussion. This initial review by the
investigator primarily considered to what extent evaluators estimated “the level of
differences” to be. That is, if certain items elicited much commentary, discussion or
varying views, it was essential that the group discussed these issues as a group.
Day Three
The discussion session was held on a Monday evening after the normal workday
for most evaluators. The evening session with entire group lasted three hours. The
investigator facilitated the discussion in the Russian language. A note taker from the test
center recorded the conversation and it was also audio-recorded by the investigator.
Areas of agreement and disagreement were noted and recorded. The investigator allowed
the conversation to flow but on occasion required evaluators to support their opinions and
kept the conversation on task. Data from these discussions (along with data from the item
analysis rubrics) was recorded for later analysis. This data would be utilized to examine

12

the relationship between evaluators’ marks and the DIF statistics as well as disentangle
the many potential sources of DIF on the test items.
Examples of individually completed rubrics are also presented as examples in the
appendices. The complete item summary rubrics with fully coded data can be found in
the appendices. There is one summary rubric per item which contains the marks and
evaluative comments from each of the ten evaluators for that test item. The statements
and marks are unedited, reported as written on each of the individual rubrics that they
completed in step one and two of the analysis. For example, for item two, the researcher
received ten different individual rubrics. The researcher translated the data from Russian
and Kyrgyz into English from each of the rubrics and collated all comments onto one
summative protocol representing the entire spectrum of marks for that item.
Current Status of the Research: Analyzing the Results
At the present time, the researcher is analyzing the rubrics and the results of the
statistical analyses. The first step of this analysis is the transcription and translation from
Russian and Kyrgyz into English. Recall that these rubrics contain estimations by
evaluators of levels of differences, nature of differences, descriptions of differences,
estimations of which group is favored, suggestions for improvement as well as transcripts
from item discussion.
The data from each of the ten evaluators will be summarized onto one rubric per
item. For example, all descriptions about item number 2 will be collated together to
present the overall evaluation of the item. The discussion transcript for each item will
also be written up onto the same rubric. The result should be a summative collection of
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all the data for each item in one location. Depending on the activeness of the evaluators
and the length of discussion, there might be 3-4 pages of data for each item.
Data about the level of difference will be coded and compared to the statistical
data. I will use Spearman’s rank order correlation to see how the evaluators’ predictions
matched statistical measurement on each item. Then conclusions will be drawn as to the
extent of overlap of these two methods.
Descriptive data and discussion notes will provide information for research
question number two. I will be able to elicit what specific challenges to adapting items in
the Russian and Kyrgyz languages are occurring and see what grammar, syntax, or other
linguistic or cultural issues arose in the adaptation process. This data will be presented in
an item by item analysis drawing on the direct transcripts and coding of the evaluators.
The researcher will codify and summarize these main findings.
Important questions that I hope to answer through the analysis of this data are
what proportion of the detected DIF can be attributed to resolvable adaptation errors vs.
other identifiable or unidentifiable lack of measurement invariance between the two
groups? For example, are differences in meaning on item pairs due to mistakes in item
translation or due to inherent linguistic differences in the way a particular language
expresses or represents certain meanings or constructs? And finally, in regard to this
particular test, is the amount of DIF detected pervasive enough to challenge the
inferences for which this selection test was designed?
This study presents an opportunity to advance our specific understanding of the
linguistic and methodological challenges in adapting cross-lingual verbal items on a high
stakes test. In particular, the study will: (1) provide empirical evidence as to the utility of
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employing statistical DIF detection methods in a context where substantive item reviews
are usually employed. The use of these two methods congruently will also provide an
estimate the amount and sources of DIF on this high stakes selection test; (2) generate and
disseminate new knowledge about the specific linguistic and cultural challenges to crosslingual comparative assessments involving Slavic and Altaic language groups;
Results of the study will assist test developers and policy makers in Eurasian
countries decide how to best approach the complex task of cross-lingual test adaptation by
providing them information about the efficacy of various approaches. Depending on the
level and nature of DIF discovered, the results of the study might also assist policy
makers in the Eurasian region decide whether or not cross-lingual assessments alone
should be utilized as the single selection criteria for high stakes test like university
admissions.
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Glossary of Rubric Terms
(Provided to evaluators)
It is generally understood that different means not the same. Differences of wording,
content, format, and structure of cross-lingual test items can lead to differences in overall
item meaning and difficulty. If we intend to use items to measure the same constructs and
knowledge, differences on two versions of the same item are problematic because
accurate measurement (regardless of language group) requires equivalent items: Thus,
differences between the two versions of the item can potentially invalidate the inferences
based on test results.
In the context of this study, there are four aspects of difference that merit attention –
differences in the meaning of individual words, differences in overall meaning,
differences in relative difficulty, and differences in cultural interpretation of the two
versions of the item. In this study, causes of such differences will also be examined.
Equivalent means the opposite of different in this context: Equivalence is achieved when
the item in both language versions has the same meaning, same relative difficulty level,
and can be interpreted similarly in the different language groups (cultural interpretation).
Meaning of Individual Words and Overall Meaning
The incorrect translation of individual words, the addition or omission of a word can
cause differences in item meaning. This problem can sometimes be resolved relatively
easily by improvements in translation. The word Translation (1.a) will be used in this
study in a narrow sense to refer to direct, one to one correspondence of words and
sentences. In many instances, direct correspondence is needed to make words and ideas
expressed by test items equivalent. If a single word is mistranslated, overall meaning can
change or the item can make no sense at all.
In many cases, however, two items translated correctly (word for word) can result in
different overall meaning. For example if literal translation was used when the actual
properties of the two languages require a more nuanced adaptation to retain similar
meaning. So, the lack of direct correspondence of words is not necessarily always
problematic. In recognition of the above, test developers often prefer to speak of test or
item adaptation rather than translation (Hambleton, 2005). Adaptation (1.a) is preferred
term because it acknowledges that direct, literal, translation is often not possible (or
desired) across disparate languages if we seek to maintain the overall similarity in
meaning of two test items. A sentence or text can have little direct, literal correspondence
to the same material in another language, yet maintain the same overall meaning.
Sometimes this is because there are differences in linguistic structures (lack of a certain
verb tense in one language for example) or other inherent differences (see more below).
For this rubric, the term adaptation is utilized to denote this broader idea of similar
overall meaning, regardless of how individual words may or may not correspond.
Relative Difficulty
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Individual words as well as phrases, concepts and ideas can have equivalent overall
meaning but still be problematic for test developers. That is because while some words,
phrases and ideas can be similar in overall meaning in two groups, they can be different
in terms of their conceptual difficulty in the two groups. An obvious example of this is
when one language has five synonyms for the same word or idea while the other
language has two. In the language that has five words, two of them might be rarely
utilized, for example in literary or other scholarly circles. Thus, the commonality of their
use may be as important as their actual meaning in terms of how differences in item
difficulty manifest themselves in different linguistic or cultural groups. While the use of
such pairs of words may technically be correct, their usage might pose the problem of
relative difficulty for one language group.
Another example of when linguistic adaptation appears correct but remains problematic
is the issue of explicitness of words or ideas. For example, ideas that are conceptually
challenging in one language might get adapted to a more literal or explicit meaning in the
second language, making them easier to interpret. Complex metaphors are sometimes
adapted to a more literal meaning in the target language which can lead to the target
language having greater success on an item.

Язык 1 (низкий уровень сложности слова)
Language 1 (low word difficulty)

Язык 1 (средняя сложность) Language 1
(medium difficulty)

Язык 2, 1 word

Язык 1 (высокий уровень сложности)
Language 1 high difficulty

Cultural/Linguistic Interpretation
Literal translations and even adaptations can appear accurate, but test items may still have
different meanings for two language groups. Cultural, contextual, and conceptual
understandings may differ between the groups enough to make the intended meaning of
some items unclear, irrelevant, or have a disparate difficulty levels for one group. Due to
demographic, socio-economic, or linguistic reasons, some words, concepts, or ideas
might be more familiar to one group than the other. The way two languages express or
articulate ideas and concepts could make meaning more “difficult to locate” in some
languages than others.

Terms from the Rubric 1.b.
Type of Difference
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No Difference
The two versions of the item are assessing the same thing in the same way, using
equivalent words, ideas, and content, as well as a similar format. Similar cultural
meaning and equivalent language is attained. You expect no differences in item
performance by the two groups on this item.
Content Differences
Refers to the basic ideas, concepts, knowledge, skills, language, and words assessed on
each item (see prompts on Rubric 2.I.).
Format Differences
Refers to the way content is formatted, spaced, edited, and presented visually. Size of
text, length of material, punctuation, capitalization, etc. (see prompts on Rubric 2.II.)
Cultural/Linguistic Differences
Meaning and of items to both Russian and Kyrgyz examinees, relevance to different
schooling contexts and cultures, similarity of dispositions of two groups, similarity of
norms, psychological construct present in both groups, equivalence of linguistic
expression, similarity of linguistic structure and grammar, symbolism, metaphor
meaningful in both groups, level of explicitness similar, etc. (see prompts on Rubric 2.III)
Terms from the Rubric 2.
Level of Difference
Somewhat Similar
You note small differences between the two versions of the item but they are not very
significant. The kind of “daily” differences you see are those that an examinee might also
be quite familiar with and be able to negotiate with little or no difficulty.
Somewhat Different
These items appear to be different in more obvious and unambiguous ways. However,
you are not sure that these differences will impact item response patterns.
Different
These items clearly indicate differences in meaning, relative difficulty or cultural
interpretation. You are confident that these differences will impact the way students
answer these questions. In other words, you are confident that these differences will
impact item response patterns.
Terms from Rubric 2.III. Cultural Meaning
Meaning Differences
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Under the meaning differences for the cultural category, we refer not to meaning
differences caused by translation mistakes, but meaning differences that might occur even
when the translation is accurate. In regard to comparison of Russian and Kyrgyz
examinees, consider the word “family.” The definition of family is culturally informed
and can very different meanings in different cultural groups (wider understanding or
more narrow understanding). Other words/concepts such as “independence, freedom,
love, values, respect, etc.” are all strongly influenced by cultural norms and values. Test
items that use such concepts should do so with regard to possible differences between the
two groups.
Contextual Differences
Contextual differences can occur when examinees from different groups have different
levels of exposure to ideas, knowledge or situations due to demographic, social, or
cultural differences. In Kyrgyzstan, Russian speaking examinees are (on average)
concentrated in urban areas while Kyrgyz speakers (on average) are concentrated in rural
areas. For example, urban Russian examinees might have less knowledge about
horsemanship and the vocabulary, knowledge and norms that surround the keeping and
use of horses than say Kyrgyz youth who have been raised around horses. Geographic
concepts and terminology about mountains might also advantage those who live in such
regions. Or, the opposite, many urbanites might be more familiar with questions
connected to the ways of life of urban dwellers. Focus on cultural heroes, myths, legends
might also be problematic. Like meaning differences, contextual differences might not be
apparent in the quality of translation/adaptation (which may be accurate) but must be
considered nonetheless. Finally, success on an item should not depend on exposure to
similar curriculum and schooling practices.
Linguistic Differences
Language falls under several rubrics. The most obvious form of “linguistic difference”
becomes evident when items are poorly translated or adapted. However, there are also
inherent differences in the way languages forms express and convey meaning. For
example, an adaptation might be accurate but it might take many more words to express a
concept in one language than another. How (if at all) does this impact the difficulty of an
item? Some languages might have more nuances of meaning due to having more verb
tenses which create meaning not easily captured in another language. Some languages
might more “efficiently” convey meaning than others in some situations. As bi-lingual
speakers, consider the times that you consciously or subconsciously prefer to use one of
the languages you know more often than the other because the language allows a more
precise or efficient expression of your intended meaning. Some languages might have
many more words for richer variation of nuance of certain concepts. Word order can also
be important. Consider the example of the item instructions in the Russian and Kyrgyz
items below. Are there differences in meaning and/or difficulty of these items inherent in
the way the directions are expressed? Is the issue easily resolved?
“каждое задание состоит из пяти пар слов. Выделенная жирным шрифтом
пара показывает образец отношении и между двумя словами. Определите,
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какие отношения сушествуют между словами в этой паре, а затем выберите в
вариантах ответа пара слов с такими же отношениями. Порядок слов в
выбранном вами ответе должен быть таким же как и в образце.”
“Ар бир тапшырма беш жуп создон турат. кара тамгалар менен белгиленген
жуп соз эки создун ортосундагы мамиленин улгусун корсотуп турат. адегенде
бул жуптагы создордун ортосундагы мамелени анектаныз да, андан сонг
жооптун варианттарынын ичинен ушундай мамеледе турган жуп созду тандап
алыныз.”
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Item Rubric 1.a. How equivalent are these test items?
Directions: Please read and answer both the Kyrgyz and Russian versions of the test item
below. In the comments boxes to the right, make a brief note about how well (in your
estimation) these two items are assessing the same thing in the same way. You may write
notes directly on the items. Consider content, format and cultural issues, as well as
linguistic comparability. In the lower box, please comment on the quality of the
translation/adaptation. Make only brief notes as you will return for a more in depth
analysis of these items later.
Item 1
Kyrgyz Version

Item here…

Notes: Equivalent/ Different
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Russian Version

Item here…

Notes: Translation/Adaptation
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
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Item Rubric Summary 1.b
Directions:
Please review the notes you took while taking the test items in 1.a. and circle the descriptor that best characterizes each pair of items.
Please circle differences if any level of difference is apparent (small, medium, or large):
Item 1:

0. No differences

I. Content Differences

II. Format Differences

III. Cultural/Linguistic Differences

Item 2:

0. No differences

I. Content Differences

II. Format Differences

III. Cultural/Linguistic Differences

Etc.:

etc…

Item 40:

0. No differences

I. Content Differences

II. Format Differences

III. Cultural/Linguistic Differences

Item Rubric 2
Item Rubric 2 is to be filled out only for those items you identified as different (somewhat similar, somewhat different or different).
The purpose of Item Rubric 2 is to collect data that will facilitate an understanding of the cause (source) of problems of equivalence.
(Note that the term DIF is not used when non-statistical procedures identify differences in item functioning. When evaluators identify
differences between items, we flag them as problematic because they are not equivalent. When speaking about DIF, we are speaking
about empirical data patterns observed through statistical means. When we speak about “problems of equivalence” identified by
evaluators, we are speaking about their “best estimates” of how items may or may not be different and how students may or may not
perform).
The rubric is broken into three primary categories to characterize the nature of the differences. The main categories are: I. Content
differences, II. Format differences, and III. Cultural differences. Note that these categories are not always clearly mutually exclusive.

30

However, these three categories provide a strong foundation from which to classify core item issues. Evaluators also have an option to
note “other reason for difference.”
At the top of the rubric for each category, evaluators are provided a series of prompts – or possible explanations for differences. These
prompts are not meant to be exhaustive but are there to help evaluators classify the cause of the problem. In question 1 of each
category, evaluators are asked to score the item as “somewhat similar” “somewhat different” or “different.” (These nominal categories
are also coded with an ordinal indicator which will later be utilized to calculate inter-rater reliability). Then, evaluators are asked to
speculate on the cause/source of the differences. In question 3 evaluators are asked to describe in as much detail as possible the
problem of equivalence. Then, they are asked to estimate which group, if any, the item favors (item 4). Finally, they are asked to
provide an improved item if they can, or a solution to the hypothesized problem with the item (item 5).

31

Item Analysis Rubric 2
Item Number: _____
Directions:
Using data and notes from Item Rubrics 1.a. & 1.b., for the item pairs you identified as different or exhibiting problematic characteristics that makes them
incomparable, fill in the rubric below. Please circle the category that best characterizes the nature of the differences you identified:
I. Content Differences

II. Format Differences

III. Cultural/Linguistic Differences

IV. Other

Go to the section circled above and fill in the information required. If you found it difficult to classify the problem or see problems in more than one area,
please fill in all appropriate sections below. If you circled “IV. Other”, please provide an explanation at the end of the protocol in the appropriate section.
Please describe the issue or problem you see with the item in as much detail as possible. You need not comment on each prompt but please do your best
to characterize the items in a complete and descriptive way. We will review these items together during our next session.

I. Content

1. The content of these
items is (circle one):

Prompts: Consider the Equivalence of:
Skills or knowledge demanded; vocabulary, ideas, situations, topics; word, expression, sentence or phrasal difficulty; word
omission or word addition; grammar; the frequency of words, level of nuance, level of explicitness, literal vs. figurative
meaning, the use of metaphor, idiom, etc.

a) Somewhat Similar (1)

b) Somewhat Different (2)

c) Different (3)
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2. The problem is best
characterized as related
to (circle one):

a) Translation
(individual word issues)

b) Adaptation
(general meaning)

c) Other

3. Describe the
difference(s) in detail:

4. Advantage:

If the item content is different, do you think that it favors one of the groups? Which one? (circle one): Russian or Kyrgyz

5. Improving Equivalence:

Can the equivalence problem(s) with this item be resolved? How?

II. Format

Prompts: Consider the Equivalence of:
Overall item presentation, item length, clarity of directions, order of words and ideas, number of words, punctuation, capitalization, typeface,
editing and general formatting, etc.
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1. The format of these items
is (circle one):

2. The problem is best
characterized as related
to: (circle one)

a) Somewhat Similar (1)

b) Somewhat Different (2)

c) Different (3)

b) Presentation

c) Other

a) Adaptation

3. Describe the
difference(s) in detail:

4. Advantage:

If the item format is different, do you think that it favors one of the groups? Which one? (circle one) Russian or Kyrgyz

5. Improving Equivalence

Can the problem(s) with this item be resolved? How?
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III. Cultural Meaning

1. The cultural equivalence
between the two items is
(circle one):

2. The problem is best
characterized as related
to: (circle one)

Prompts: Consider the equivalence of:
Russian and Kyrgyz schooling contexts in relation to items, importance or relevance to both cultures, similarity of dispositions, similarity of
norms, psychological construct present in both groups, equivalence of linguistic expression, similarity of linguistic structure and grammar,
symbolism, metaphor meaningful in both groups, level of explicitness similar, etc.

a) Somewhat Similar (1)

a) Meaning differences

b) Somewhat Different (2)

b) Contextual differences

c) Linguistic differences

c) Different (3)

d) Other

3. Describe the
Difference(s) in detail:

4. Advantage:

If the items are not equivalent for cultural reasons, do you think that it favors one of the groups? Which one? (circle one) Russian
or Kyrgyz
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5. Improving Equivalence

Can the problem(s) with this item be resolved? How?

IV. Other

Please explain in detail:
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