




















foature of the test is that its items are sentence-based, not discourse-based. The advantage of
sentence-based item type is that it is more readily handled in computerized adaptive testing. The
second feature of the test is that it records the examinee’s reading speed. Reading speed, when
reliably measured, is predicted to contain proficiency information not revealed by number correct
information. The third feature of the test is that it records confidence levels the examinee has in
each response he/she makes. The reported confidence rating for a response is combined with its
correctness using a method termed the Clustered Objective Probability Scoring (COPS), which
ensures that the resultant score is free from possible influence of individual differences in personality.

Some 210 Japanese EFL college students took this test as well as the reading section of
Cambridge First Certificate in English (FCE), which served as the criterion measure of the subjects’
reading proficiency. The results clearly indicated that incorporating confidence and speed resulted in
substantially higher reliability and validity than when scoring was done based on 1/0 correctness
alone. Even more remarkable was the fact that reliability and validity levels attained by combining
the three measures at the point at which only the first four items were attempted exceeded those
achieved by scoring exclusively on 1/0 data at the point at which all 40 items were tried. Implications

for computerized reading testing will be discussed.

Modifying an Existing Test to Allow it to be Delivered by Computer

Randy Thrasher (EBRIEEFHKE)

In 1976 Jack Upshur and I were asked to develop a test that could be used by Japanese trading
companies, international banks and other companies here to help them decide which of their
employees had sufficient proficiency in English to be posted abroad. We created a two-stage test, the
Businessman's English Test and Assessment (BETA). The first stage (BETA I) is a 210 item
multiple-choice test of English structure, vocabulary, listening comprehension, and reading
comprehension. Those who demonstrate a sufficient level of proficiency in those skills are invited to
take the second stage (BETA II) which consists of 5 writing tasks (filling out a form, writing a memo,
business letter, and telex, and drafting a speech introducing some aspect of Japanese life or culture)
and two face to face interviews. |

BETA has been used successfully for 25 years but, in the past year, economic considerations
have forced us to develop plans for the modification of the test to permit it to be delivered by computer
and make part of it computer adaptive. This presentation will introduce the test and will briefly
discuss the situation that has made the change to computer delivery necessary and the steps required
to make part of the multiple-choice stage of the test computer adaptive. The main discussion will
focus on the modifications that will have to be carried out in the writing tasks and, particularly, the
speaking tasks in order to permit us to deliver the test by computer. The presentation will conclude
by examining possible threats to validity and reliability that are posed when writing and speaking



tasks are computer delivered.

Peer Ratings in EFL Writing Course: User Acceptance and Characteristics

Hidetoshi Saito (Hokusei Gakuen University)

Tomoko Fujita (Rikkyo University)
Objectives. Despite rising interests in application of alternative assessment to foreign language
classrooms, the characteristics of peer and self-assessment have not been well understood. In
particular, lack of research literature on the use of peer ratings in EFL writing course may prevent
teachers from appreciating the utility of the system. Teachers may also be worried about the
possibility of students’ resistance against rating classmates’ writings. The present study addressed
the following research questions: 1) What are similarities and differences among peer, self-, and
teacher ratings of EFL writing?; 2) Do students like or dislike peer ratings?; and 3) Is students’

acceptance of using peer rating influenced by receiving high ratings from teachers and peers?

Method. Sixty-five college students studying English writing in a Japanese college participated in the
study. They went through a rater training session and wrote 2 essays in one semester. Each essay was
rated by 2 teachers, 3 peer students, and writers themselves with a 4-point rating scale. Students
made final revisions using peer and teacher ratings and comments. Upon return of final teacher
ratings, students completed an 11-item questionnaire on the utility of peer rating.

Results. While peer and teacher ratings were highly and statistically significantly correlated,
peer-self and teacher-self ties were almost negligible. Concerning item difficulty hierarchies,
teacher-self tie was found strong. Positive means were found across the user acceptance items,
indicating students’ positive attitudes towards peer rating. A regression analysis suggested that

neither teacher nor peer ratings influence students’ acceptance of peer rating.
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Classical and IRT Approaches to System Feedback on Language Testing for University Entrance
Steven Ross (BITEZBE A%)
Feedback systems for high-stakes examinations such as those commonly used in Japan are largely
dependent on non-empirical, impressionistic critiques. These critiques are often given as a form of
test pre-administration moderation by committees of language specialists, who often lack expertise in
SLA, language assessment, or psychometric theory. Another approach is to invite
post-administration critiques from secondary school teachers or their representatives, as well as those
from cram schools. While these types of critiques offer a modicum of feedback, they cannot suffice to
aid the creation of comprehensive pbsitive and negative feedback systems for the cumulative
betterment of entrance examinations. The present paper outlines the use of classical test item
analysis and item response theory approaches for the purpose of creating synchronic and diachronic
composites of language tests on university entrance examinations. These composites, it is argued, are

essential for diagnosing test malfunction, item weight determination, and test tailoring.
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