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{Wednesday, July 28'")

JLTA Annual Conference
Plenary Speech One: Hiroshi Ikeda
821 BIEET A NERSBOERCTbh, &
3 ENEESEREELRL2EMAAL T, thERK
(I AR LEHHIE) A ['What we need for research on
language testing in Japan - A psychometrician’s view (5%
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Invited Paper: Hossein Farhady
Prof. Farhady introduced his talk by explaining that
constructs in language testing theory formerly based on

structuralist linguistic models have been challenged and

become more informed by Oller’s insights into the
integrative nature of language, notional-functional models
and Cummin’s work on the contexts of language use on
through to the work of Bachman on the construct of
communicative competence. Farhady observes, however,
that proficiency remains “a vague construct” and that even
if the construct were known, there remains the job of
operationalizing and measuring it as test users continue to
struggle with the relationships between grammar, tasks and
performance, of the choice to use one test or several, of
quantitative vs. qualitative assessment, and of norm
referenced vs. criterion referenced testing. There has been
some progress, he states, but “not much change in practice”,
which has questionable consequences on educational goals
and educational equity.

Prof. Farhady illustrates this with a study conducted
with 200 subjects who were pretested with the TOEFL,
which is the most widely used instrument for the purpose of
assessing the ability to use English in academic settings
today. Half the subjects then received instruction which
featured TOEFL-like tasks while the others were instructed
in explicit rules for reading, writing, vocabulary and
structure. Both groups were given an additional task-
based examination (IELTS) along with the TOEFL as post-
tests. The results showed an average gain by those who
had received TOEFL coaching of 73 points on the TOEFL
with significant gains among those who had scored from
350-400 on the pretest, but little gain among those who had
scored 500 or above. Many with over 500 on the TOEFL
had problems finishing the IELTS reading section in the
allotted time, and the correlation between the total scores
on the two examinations was only r= .27 with the greatest
differences in the respective reading sections (r= .48).
The correlation between the two reading sections was less
than that between the reading and writing sections of the
TOEFL (1= .72).

Prof. Farhady pointed out that when there are cultural
differences in how education and testing interrelate and
students are motivated by “beating the test”, the impact of
using the present form of the TOEFL rather than task-based
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assessment can lead to truncated ability among certain
groups to perform the tasks required of them in the real

world, such as when studying abroad.

Plenary Speech Two: Nancy Cole

Nancy Cole characterized language assessment of the
past and today as aimed toward limiting context to the
general and balancing content, as primarily for the purpose
of ranking students rather than diagnosing weaknesses, and
that recognizing correct usage or explicit and implicit
information from written text in test booklets has been the
mainstream paper-pencil feature, with other skills being
assessed through supplementary procedures. She explain-
ed that advances in language theory that recognize the
various modes of speech, listening, reading and writing as
integrated in language use, the relationship between
language and context, and “language use in different life
spheres”, have all led to a shift in the target of assessment
away from language structure toward language use.

The limitations of past technologies made it difficult
to measure these new dimensions, Dr. Cole explained, but
new assessment technologies now offer opportunities to
assess speaking, writing and listening tasks integrated with
each other or in isolation. Computer-assisted testing (CAT)
has enabled tests to present tasks and record writing or
speech electronically. There are new possibilities for
simulating varying contexts as well as the ability to branch
from one task to another.

Beginning with the TOEFL 2000 project, ETS has
been actively exploring these new avenues, and will
continue to pursue what she calls “evidence-centered
design”. This approach to test design would first work
with test-users to determine the inferences they need to
make, such as differences between scores e.g. 550 vs. 580
or where additional instruction might be needed, and then
use new technologies to build tasks that would supply
convincing evidence to support those inferences. In the
discussion that followed the presentations several points
were raised by members of the audience, including
question of how accessible the test would be, the dangers of
going off the “relativistic deep end” when individualizing
tests risks making the results difficult to generalize, of
surrendering test constructs to test users without rigorous
scientific and theoretical basis, and of attempts to
amalgamate the essentially different natures of norm-
reference and criterion-reference test development. Dr.

Cole predicted that accessibility would grow dynamically

by the year 2010. As to the other points, she stated that
during this ongoing process of change, ETS is “getting on
it” with all its resources and its work would move toward
making assessment a more integral part of the learning

process.
(Reporter: Jeffrey Hubbell Hosei University)
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LTRC 99

Plenary Speech One (Messick Memorial Lecture):
Tim McNamara

Samuel Messick KiX7 AV 7@ ETS (Educational
Testing Service) T > THFBMLIEZATH Y. SED
LTRC {TIXR BB TFEEI N TV, 1998 EHITiC
RATLZbhTc, £Z T ILTA ORIKETHS Tim
McNamara FCASBHERR 2T o Tz,

WMOBMBIXLIMEMED p. 11 ITRERTNBH,
BRTDLROE SIS,

Messick Kid 2 DORTEET X bORRIZHEE
EATW3. 1 27X MERDBROHFTHY.
b5 1 DIFRYYE (validity) WS EREITHITE
ZETHbH, 5T, Messick iIZRYUHEDEL 27D
FERHQMZ LU T, BakticEx k5L
L.

LERAINARMBICRBHOBEMAPRE LN
TWiZhs, D 1 DIT Messick A3, HREEIRBIT SR
LENTHMEOUEEZE LR B, KNI
IZBIRT 50T, BETRRHECKEER. £HFEME
TIRARERST A MERE, REORRLIL, RHTIX
BADERPEETORS. WETIXT A PORKL
EOSHHE LTV (HLORBIZEE).

Messick D7 X MZBT 5 A BARAKIEEh DD
LLTR IR ZVTIRBIFBEHOT R MK,
713 ¥ @ Benchmarks Project, EC DR —ALDEA
2EBHB,

%7z, Butler. J (1990) OEFOhD, #HE&ToOHED
i, AMIZRET S OB ENRTAHER>T
#h, ZORMHBHLLICBITZRELEY EF3, L
WHRIZOHEHRR LIS,

Memorial Speech &5 Z & %3 > TH, McNamara
KRIZFEMERAELETT, BADERETLORBZ LW
STLMBREEN ST, LV DoTeZ it
BETERV, LHL, RKIRZASA FERE3 L &3,
A/ POBNDIDOTHELERET, Z5VWS5BETO
BLEZVPRZOFAR TR L WS U THoTz. £k,
RABL T NERIMIC3ZBEAS ARRELDON
THWHOTHRLEE LN,

EE: ARME XELFEHAP
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{Thursday, July 29'")
Student Research Reports:

Yoshihiro Sugita

Sugita presented his research on constructing rating
scales for EFL writing tests. He explained how he and his
co-researchers developed assessment procedures that would
elicit discourse.

Sugita noted that standard rating scales require the
matching of examinee performance to a verbal description.
Thus, in spite of the fact language is assessed in discourse,
there is no specific focus on discourse features. Sugita
described the analytical test of organizational ability that
they developed and discussed the results in terms of
strategic discourse planning.

Sugita further offered reasons to explain why this type
of scale may improve reliability and validity problems

associated with standard rating scales.

Dongil Shin

Shin discussed validation of a diagnostic ESL test for
mcasuﬁng lecture comprehension ability and explained that
his model was operationalized to diagnose students’
weaknesses and strengths in a lecture comprehension test.
He reported that four types of validity evidence argue for
and against inferences that variance in test response can be
attributed to lecture comprehension ability: content
evidence, empirical item analysis, correlational research,
and internal test structure. Shin asserted that this study
offers a principled approach to theory, test construction,

and validation study in ESL listening.

Amy Yamashiro
Yamashiro considered the use of structural equation
modeling to validate a rating scale. She explained that the
rating scale which was developed as the criterion-
referenced assessment of the EFL speaking course
objectives has three traits: non-verbal- delivery, verbal
delivery, and organization/purpose. Peer and self-
assessments were included in the course design to promote
deeper understanding of the course objectives. Yamashiro
used structural equation modeling to analyze the
performance assessment to determine the extent to which
teacher, peer, and self-assessment may be reliable and valid.
Yamashiro further discussed the study’s limitations and
implications.
(Reporter: Matsuo Kimura Aoyama Gakuin University)

Panel Discussion:
“Language Testing: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow”
Bernard Spolsky, Elana Shohamy, Alan Davies

BWRT7TAMDOBE, BEZLTREELZRY Lifld
RRNV < T4 RAB v arTik, 7 Spolsky #igH
BIHE» LS RIZEZMOT A FhsHE 5 R L]y £
e, 19 #HROBEKTIX. 7R M EEHERER
VCHBZBIT D A BEROFERE LTEBE ST,
SHRIZAY. HHEOREL L LITEOHERED
REghfssh. FEEOR iz hhEsh3 ko5
BoTo ZDZLBEBB/FAMIOWTHYTITED.
SETREOMALOBKBREE CHREFKANSILE
BHDOTiIRRVWH L DfEHENR ST,

- Shohamy #i2iX. $BEEF A Mhifax 2B L,
WAL, RUELBLOHEMEEMIL. TOHMAEE
B L. 20kdiz. BT A MRUBEESFOR
REITFE (M. Swain % A, Cohen 72 ¥) 10 ZD R
EANRITEBRL, SBETFTAMOLBIREEZLBRLEL
5&¢ Lk,

BICRE Lt Davies #(#RIE. —RiITHFORK
PFETHZLIZESIBRIZHN. RLZ LBEET
AMEOWTHETIIESZ LE&EHLE. EBT A
POBLRETHSEOHMLFERIICBAL T, 2
Language Testing DEEFIS 16 BB L TH, ZOR
BEXHIERE. SBERNOERICABO—EKERL
ETZLBRTERWUE, SBETFTHEINDaI2=)
—YavIZ2OBRZLIIPDLT. SBEFRAPOK
RiIZRTIRBOLSRMEEZTFHI L.

ARV - T4 Ay Y a vy OREEIX. Theh
ILTA OWLE. REBERUCREELSERETEET
bV, ¥FRNL ILTA SEMELELELOT,. 8
FELOEBRELHE-T. ARDEEEDATHS
REDOHLI TSI hLizsTe,

HEE: RARZSA AHEAS

Research Reports Session One:

L ZDE vy arTiR4DOFRRBRN Do,

1. Developing and Cross-Validating a Set of Cognitive
and Linguistic Attributes Applicable to Multiple Test
Forms on a Multiple-Choice Listening Test (ETS, Gary
Buck 72 ¥)

IRV —NVAR—R (rule-space) BEiZ & - THiIt
Sh3 Bkt L SRS O—BTIIEOMRTH S,
The Test for International Communication DEEFEF R b
D 5207 F—snbilitHEhiciE b7+ —A
LOBRYMEELRIEL., —BRIETHERIFENHB ShE
LT3,
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2. Analyzing the Dimensionality of a Second Language
Reading Test from Cognitive Perspectives (Mission X
%t . Hisami Saito-Scott 72 &)

INREERERRONBLLTOTAMABO
—KREHEEZEBTAMGERT Chlc>TOREZ
MELEDDOTHD, V—NAR—AEEM-T
TOEFL 7 A b DHERT A MR L. 2R BIRE
#BF A P LT—REMEBREERS B &H-%
Bt L. EORE. 24 ORTHHERT A MRD
h3Z L, FREORBIIN—NAR—ADEHDE
MRBIZABTEDIRENDPoTE L,

3. Validation of Test-Dependent and Task-Independent
Ratings of Performance Assessment (Hawaii X%, JD
Brown 72 &)

ZRA) ODREECESHNTHEEN RN 7+ —=
VAZARY HPETDHERL LT RIKERELS R
MBI XD HEETTIRBELTWDN, ZOH
RRBETIXEFONEELE DR UMRE 90 BOZLTEM
ORIT— 2 ENHLIbDTHS.

4. Examining Passage Related Local Dependence (LD)
Using Q3 Statistics in an EFL Reading Comprehension
Test (ETS, Yong-Won Lee)

INIRBERT R b ORFREEOHETH S, 1857
LOBEOMBEE KR E LHEBET A b0 40 HE
% Q3 HEH-oTHWL. XBREROHERT R b7 R
MZIEP2 Y OREORFRFENEET I LHEL
T3,

(HEE: mER WHEAS)

Research Reports Session Two:

Catherine Burrows

F—ZXFZ V7D AMEP (Australian Adult Migrant
Education Program) Tik, #fciz MRERBIZHE SN
Tl A5 A classroom-based assessment system %
BRTHZL LR FRNERZOHF AT LD
REhR) washback 2HBLICbDTH S, REBE
RUBB LY F— 22k L, BRI, RUE
ST ET~Tc. ZORKR. R—OREL AT L%
BRALTWAIC L LT, ZOEERMHRIZBLTIX
BEIZ L BMAZENKREL, HTLL—RTRNZ L
Bhote, ZOFRMY RT AHH 3 HMMOMEE X
RELZODF A7 ZRNB L5 THD, TROLE
HERERY BRIZEFTLL S 75 adopters. B4
RYRHELTHALTWS adapters. il L THE
ERFRVESIZLTND resisters THhd. ZOKR
2o, TFAMIBEBRBII—ROBERE LT, &
Wole TRIE — RISEF V] stimulus-response model

BEEZBVONDZ LTS, LVREEVWET
N (THYX2S5 AEEETFN] curiculum innovation
model) i3, —HRFAb - HHEL AT LEBE. R
CENEERATAIHMOY ) —72ABENDY. £
NEHABERE LT, SREFFLOBRERB L E
NBHELNHHDTHB,
REXEBDORERIINETRYISUH, TAV D, &F
#, BARYTAbWTELN, SEORERERIZNDS
LRBORBRER L TWA DR KEN. T4b
H, B, 2ukRBERET AL - Bl AT L%
ORI TIELTUDEE LWEFHRIZB LR,
EWHZLTHD, SHITT AL - FEY RF LS
REDYXSRERAMBLDL S5 IZBboTWB D%
LEMIZTBZEICEY. L EERHEMNEORDE
mrEEhs,

Jane Andrews and Richard Fay

BUE. KEHE - 2ERHRELTWZ01k HE
BL LTORE) EFL/ESL TirAL, TEBaIa=
r—vavOFRELLTOXE) ELWC THD, Z
DEEIISHRETETHREDIZ L THAH. T TH
KHREIZZ2Z01. AHERROBERLFMET SR, 44
EOERMOEFBICBORVWERELEATI L NS L
ThHd. XREOKKENT. RRESBFALTHS
HEHEERPARTDEZAH M, SEIZEMERDK
DIZBRLDBORREFHZ 2RI LithoT. A
#iL 3 BRICE>Tiibhi, $—BRETIR. #RE
{T Paired Oral Test (FERFEHERLIzLBELThEk
b0) OREYTAERYE. FED St X% think-
aloud LTH S o7, FDORR, A HK I think-aloud
DFFJEWXONTFRI LMD, RPFEENT
BT LHRRBEAROYTIZRD., SBRERLO
Ry Lz ERNML HE Y BEAOZRE OFMAER
PIRRBZLNHD. 2 ORBEEANENR Tz, B
BRETIRFCZALOMEERETSBELWERE
Exfc. LOLIHE2MAEL LT, i ORMmARR
HIETOLRNWESIRILEFT>TNIZLAED S, &
WHiEINH T, FIT. BEERTIE. RBRL
RREOBBEZML. UFF2AhIBELTLS
5&51ILic. MEOERIZEL T, FELERLYS
EHTETIRIZEL R o7, think-aloud IZHRE
BEE2TOROT o A2 RET I IZEHTHEHT
HYy, HLOFHLBEHEBBONDG LOWE LB
Hiz, HBER LD paired think-aloud 2iRH7 3.
LRETMERERZTY. ARBOXINSRLHRE
I2T5, RERERTHIZEICEHST, EhEDEHN
RERXBLNZ DO LPIFENS,
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Laura MacGregor

Mk OZBREBIISRON 3 HA. BHOTRBM
BFAMEROTWS, LBLREL, A MESD
7atR, BAOBMER ST AHEIRAELIZL
<. Z8E&, GRE. EREFRLOWHATHROBED
BHOTROLNTWADILBRETH D, EHFRIZEICE
BHROMBEALZHLMP I LEDUBRELE T2,
1998 4E 7 Ricftbhic 34, ¥ 2. 2 {OKRER
(OEERRR) KBl 3 2ORBIBOZRERTE
RERTVr— b mEREEZTo 7. UTIRZOR
RLERTDHD. B—RUA—LT vy 7OBEMIZEL
T. RRBOLBEIEDTHIELTVWEIHOD, 4§
23 RDSBREOBEIR > TEBERETLELTY
B3X5FLVWHIRR Do, TRELBFBMER
LTWBEWSAETH -1, L LARBBHE-
oo EFRAMEBBENRIZ-Z Y LRV, REOHHAHD
bolce SVMROBREMORUERILERDY £
5ThBd, Bz, RBICHLT, RRE»ILIIZHR
L DR “Please look at the passage.” IZ2WT,
passage XA LRVRBREDSZVDTEXIRETH
B3LOBEENRD T, ZREZLBMITHELTNDS
LEELELDOD, F7 A MORKIZHALKELZ AN,
FROLEBENRLTRETHE.REDRE LD -T2,
Bz, TAMORAEALT, RRED»SIIEHA
D 5 OFER. satisfactory 72 ¥ OEBMNIRTEREOK
RARLIOVWTEMBHIR, ZRE»L bERAENR
BHFLLIZ-EY LWL OHHEMRH -T2, HED
RE%2XVHBEZL. TEREHFINICARTILES
HB1H LAV,
ERIIZELDZREORKICEEEEX D, TD
IOoRFAMCEALTIRTE 372132 OHRELH
T3ZENREE LW FREIFICEERROR LE,
EHEELEDI DI EELRRETH .

Junko Matsui
ERDEERNBRIEBEORBRERET I, Z0
BRZBRTAL T2 ONERETH S, HENR
{Xth#k intermediate. ¥EHER lower intermediate level D
KFLVE, BRCERREANTEELLEREDS
N—"7, ERABIHEREBNTHERLLBEREDS
N—=TF . FNBNZT 1+ 77— av LBRETDOYE,
RRE B Lic, o&ER, BRIZIERDE
LY LBEROERBACKERBFERLLTNEZ L
Bbhbhofe, LA LRMNS, EIZ TOEFL ®Y A=Y
FTANOREREERLICLZS. BEAZEATY
SHREL. LH>TWHHBRE LOMITESNR N,
TROLATEDBEIBRRVUERDBEB/IZLIC
XoTHRIIREZININ, FoTWIHBREIZZ

LOREMIIRSGNZP-DTHB. BRITIE. &
FEROEEZ 7+ u—3 56, MAOEE %I
EYLWEFTDMEN. FHEOBAL reduction, H#E
linking. [Rlt assimilation 72 ¥ #RE&X i} BhkEh. F
FLREEEENTIRALRENBLETHY. Zhbd
DOEBEERRENHH > TR L HTHER. F¥ROBLE
BMRBIDOTHEH LRz h 3B,
TAMNPL/ONET—FIZMA, BRECERM
RITBE L TERICIZE D X 5 RI§EBThhizOn,
T4 I T—varT R MUEbIIETE 0K G,
REEF) RECETIHALERONR LTI LT
XoT, XVABRBANRBOND LMIFEHS,

Tetsuhito Shizuka

SIHRIREIZ 04 12>, T72bb all or nothing %
BELT5, LichoT, BWERZBLT, ZBERY
DX 5 REKETFTLTHWSO»RBARRKRE RN
ONEFETHD. LrL., EBRICIZ. BEEZHEELT
WAIBA know., BLK ZHNEEKEA S LHEB LT
BEXTWBIEE think, B TF-IE5 TEATW3EH
B guess, REDT—AREZ BB, BEAZELL
EBLUTWB0DI, BR3EHTEEE2BLBELY
b, BELTESZ2B/ILBAELEXDSTHAH. =
BREONZELLHETAEDITIZIOAEERT
RETH S,
ARETRIEEIZRBWTRBREOHKMEN confidence
NESEbLTWEREER L, BELERGEDH
ERERLIBEY AT AIESE, BiZFMT—4
ORFEREER LT, 10 BB L 321 CEA5E
DESVWETRTRE scale 28AL. 6 RA > biT
E37F— 2 2Bith,. BOERE2L->TELLGLSE
LBl TRAWE AR EX k. BR. HEEE:
ZBLIEBARES TRWBE LY D XY BV ERHEKE
PR/BZLNTENR, BT risk-takers & risk-avoiders
PEEL, RUSEOIRETEHZ L ERLE.

EDL 5 2%R DR —HAEZRT O». HA
Ot LT BOP— RECERZERTILELD
BEAH, ElBEEELWS BERIZIZENOEESLT
Wa»rbLhizn, ZThbF X MEBLUANOERD %
BTBZLITX->TEDVEYEPRBRBMFTE D,

(5 E: ERRR EREEHAS

(Friday, July 30'")

Poster Session One:

Poster Session One took place on July 30. Starting at
8:15 a.m. in the convention hall, nine individual and group
presenters spent maximally five minutes respectively to

outline their projects, followed by a one-hour poster
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presentation and discussion held in a smaller conference
room. The topics covered in this session were roughly the
issues on (1) innovative ESP or EFL tests (Briggs and
Dobson, Wylie, Nakamura), (2) performance or commu-
nicative tests (Halleck and Reed, Mochizuki and Yamada),
(3) Japanese Language Proficiency Tests (Noguchi,
Saegusa et al.) and (4) qualitative analyses of examinations
and washback effects (Huhta et al., Watanabe).

Many of the presenters looked somewhat nervous
during the five-minute presentation time. Some presenters
made a good, concise summary of their projects, while
those who went into specific details were constrained by
the time limit. As a timekeeper, 1 was in a dilemma,
having to show two or three time-warning notes to grim-
looking presenters and wishing I could allow them an extra
few minutes!

In contrast to the first part of the session, a more
relaxed and lively atmosphere prevailed in the following
poster presentation and discussion time. Unlike similar
sessions in other conferences that I have seen, this two-part
poster session was placed in a specific time slot, set apart
from other types of presentations, such as research reports
and symposiums. Thus, in the second part of this session,
with a lot of time reserved for presenters and audience alike,
all the participants were actively and uninhibitedly engaged
in exchanging their views and ideas on language testing
and assessment.

In summary, Poster Session One has successfully
informed us of language testing and assessment projects
that are in progress in various sociocultural contexts. It
has ascertained that those involved in language testing
should take account of resources available to innovate their
practices, different sources of variance that affect language
test performance, the need to develop new test methods to
meet their social or educational demands, findings of
testing research beyond their immediate linguistic and
social concerns, and roles of qualitative analyses as well as
quantitative analyses, just to name a few. The issues are
far more complex than they appear to be, and the overall
picture shared by language testers still looks dim.
However, as Bachman (1990) notes, “perhaps we have
benefited from the confrontation with these issues, and will
be able to address more wisely those that lie ahead”
(p-355).

(Reporter: Ken Norizuki ~ Shizuoka Sangyo University)

Research Reports Session Three: (Cancelled)

Plenary Speech Two: Ikuo Amano
“Admission Policies in Japanese University”

OECD TiE K% ARMIEE 2t 260H 4 (Social Birth)
LREMAITFTNEA. ARKEIZETSRY BAiRi
ROBTHEERTH Y. FNEFARBELSE LW

Ex%. LEOKREARICBWTIREERX REHE
BEDO—DoThB,

ARBEIZONWTEX S L&, BETIHERNARE
FUELHOMBAL LTEXDLENDS. £DED
MEHBROEY L, 7 HEPEORIEE (The Keju) D
FIc# B Z LA TED, BERORFEOMIZPEIIL
D—DELLTA>TERMN EHFLRMoT, ZOH
Era—oy R KRNEBELOIX. 16 HtdichE
THBEHE2 L T XA OEH~TA - V)
v F (Matteo Ricci) Th o7, BROERAEBRTH-
eREOFRIT. 18 LD KA VizBWTIdAE~
DAFERBROFR (Abitur) & LTHEASHh, 19 2
D77 ALBNTRTRLF L OHFTREDO—D L
LTS5 Fa—, (grandes école)., D haL 7
(baccalauréat) DHFE L L TEEN., WFhHAEA
FRBEARE LTHEMT e, ZOHIEM 1870
FERIZAFIZAY, BERHFUROAERRE LTH
bRBEIRRS1DTHY ., ERILDOBRERY K
TIODEED—DL LTHELISB L5 iTRoTe,

MR, BCRIZBWTIIAERBOMICEERRS
DOEBEBPREELNZORM LT, BETIZALR
BAMEELERTIIODOFERLRY, KEALE
KERARENRE NIz L THB. Zhid
BOED L S ICEBENMBEC Y. ARBENS R
LicV DL RERMBLRD. SHOBREL LTI
ARFEZDLDOHELE L. ARAREOBANE
zbh3,

7uThoDHMIL. 1) KBIZBITEBLDOLE,
2) A4/ VT4 OH|, 3) AHRBROEBAR YD 3
BRIZDONWTThotz,

(HEE: XERB HFIAE

Symposium One:
“National Language Testing Reform: Possibilities and
Constraints”

Y Z7AN=THAKREDY —F o HiGDFLD Y
LT, BANZ, PURTYLABBDLNE, A—RX b
U7 N H)—. FE A RS0, hE =V
ZhZBWT, BELOLSILEH/FAMELTH
EBREDLNTNWS S, FOL52MESABRELT
0. SHOFMIZOVWTRENTHOIE,
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A PNV ERKRE (BIHFE) XTROLEBYTH S,
1. Issues and Problems in National Language Testing
Reform (in Australia) (Brindley)
2. Language Testing Reform in Hungary (5 h A& —
KED C. Alderson FIFRRFED®, Brindley i%
ZX-oT. BRREMEENK)
3. Language Testing Reform in Hong Kong (Bachman,
Cheng, Hamp-Lyons)
4. Language Testing Reform in Israel  (Spolsky)
5. Setting up a dynamic language testing system in national
language test reform: the Public English Test System
(PETS) in China (Yurong, Taylor)
6. A Training Model for Egyptian Language Testers

(Kunnan, Kawamoto)

ZDL RIS LANOBMER. 110 RAITET D,
2 BROHRT, 6 DORENTbORIcED, ERRE
Ex SRR 15 9 G AORKREOHEIT 1
A 5 5) Thoteds, 2OHT, BOZ b1 BE
MNfrbhil, 4 SHORKROK L RBIT, ERLEE
BERTbhl. 2mEiZ. FhFPhOE THEITER
VA THIEEE, MEICERHNKLLEBEDIS,

EEE: \inEF RETELS

Research Reports Session Four:
Charles Alderson

TV —F - LR— M. BERED Charles
Alderson B M T & A2 < 72 » 77z ¥ T Caroline
Clapham iz & V. R¥EE N, FILiL Janna Fox TH
5.

TOVH—FiZ. N H IV —DF A MNEEO—FREL
LT, V—F41 v ViNOHRDIEDIZANLNTY
3 M~ % B8 (sequencing)) IZOWT, EIEMIT
MELIELDTHD,

REROH T, OB~ HECO>VT, RO
EREAERRMA S, FXUMC L. RROBDIREN
BETAZLETRL. BAFECIIBRAOENER
Jo. BA A HIX. exact match (exact) & classic &
added-value (addval) & full pair T D,

iz, ZOYVY—F Tk, BHBORAKAFEIZED
BWEF—ZOEAPLAI LTINS, 24MEHLD
FIBATIZ. exact > classic > addval > full pair DIETH
BEASERUN, e, ER A5 BRI OB TI. classic : addval
> exact : classic > exact : addval DJE THIBIASEE A,
W L HEBRENT 79 25 99 LIEEITEW. L
7e 2o T, exact match HFET, MOPAFELED
RERBNBRNZ LMD 2T

GREE: BERE FRIEEAS)

Poster Session Two: ‘
Dy ¥a Tk, BEEVEE 5 ARORLEF
HMTHROEEZRERL., T0%k, JNOLPT—RIT
LT, BRERBZHOMEOHFIZUBL. BME
PHLOEMRLRRARORHATOI I, bTFhr—Rlk
LY TiRdoTeh, RBIIRRE LBINE L OKHAIN
DERLRRY EYT M8 FHAIZBER TV,
RRE LBENCESHEKRIOBZORRE—E v 3
YORETHSE 5.
FRENOREL :

c BHET A PI—RATOLERRD L LTOOGRRBERAE
N OFHATE: DBAFE

- BAOKEARFEOFEMYE - 24

- BRLHMEI BT 5 RFARMEOHESAENRENR
DEOBBEDEEOBLUCRIETEE,. HO0O%K
BEF AT HMRESCERNT A b OEROMEED
237

- BAAEEEDTOEFLE 7 ¥ a v 11 (LH) D
B4 - WAL

- Rule Space Methodology (Z & % H A3E#EitT A b D
Wi

s )=tV arvEHHALEBEETF 7T —Vav
7 A b DOBA%E

- BRAOKZE (318 - FRLRN) OF—F1 33
a=k—vavikhBhis A b

* Guam Educators’ Test of English Proficiency (GETEP)
DBA%E
cEVRRRAEBIATA VST ANOBR L £ DR
RIERE
RET, SPTREENLDOTH T

(G BRER ARKFEEHAF

{Saturday, July 31%)

Research Reports Session Five:

biLNBZD L5 REBIRAMANT, BREFICITE
BA P LE LKA, Chair O Ms. Elaine Wylie D
BIZE > T, ARiICh ORMBIRERSTRDONIZ
LEZRERLETET. RREBBEZSLH—FO
FEEXEY Y aV ORIRHEALRZP T LiTOEX
T FDLHIT. HYDOFRFKE D Dr. John Read DR
iz g 5 THh B, Chair & Co-chair D2 ABZ A L
—FopBEfRSEELE. £Z T, 77 AFv )
r—2ARBATIIR» - OTTR, Theddic
R OBOBMOEN T, By OMHEZHNTRRE
Rtz licl, Z&e&% X ¥ L, Chairs BREXR
EOHFIZWETOT, OHP DHERIIC W THLITH
HTARKREICL TR, Ebdhrlnd Fhfilic
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HicY, ChairBSZ A Ah— KERL TS, 2hrld
FRIZBESNWTLNERATLRE, THL. BRkED
ATV BEOSMENETHFERL., BXE
ICRY O 28X TSN E Lic, BIRE» o T2 DI,
RENUMSBAETLESRBAIK, BHOHOELS %
ETYBHLCXT MFFMYh) 2RLEZETLE,

John Read
BOIOREXRIE. NZ OBRBURIZOWTTLRE. A
BiX. REVEEIBREFE DTS HIC. EED
FAPEFROTHWAMN, RITOFRA OENWT, B
EHLBRBBE-STVWEOT, FORERELDLE
bDTLE, ZOF—<iXERICHEKENDOT, #
¥, BEABAEAENELIBREZITIANDIE S ICR
ZBRETBEZ LRITNERLRWTF —<Thol L
BwWiET,

Jared Bernstein, Maxine Lipson, Gene Halleck,
Martinez-Scholze

ROFERIZ. AE—F2 T 7R b OHFERRZ LM
DNTHOT, BEDT A MFRTHSEMROMRA
BRFoh3LZ5THDH. BFETIX OPI TR MT
ONTiF L MBI SN TWAA, Phone Pass Spoken
English Test, 10-minute form {Z- DWW TOFEANH Y H

71 07 Y
G E: EHEE HOBRHEGHAS

Symposium Two:
“The Rights and Responsibilities of Testers and Test-
takers in Language Testing Settings: Ethics, Policy,

Practice and Research”

SEOEBREKREMOILSB YRV Y AZHE
BoFRihifibhi.

¥3° Janna Fox BEFEHBAZTV, KNT 7 4
DREENENFhOUB,HHRE Lk, BEITFE
# T Bemard Spolsky BE ELHD AL b EHRA
LiFre.

BRYVIOREHETHS Elena Shohamy X, &K D
critical language iesting LWV BENSZONFIZHE
THINETOHRE 5 2OT7 7u—FObLickd
O, FAMBEDE S RRELONF 2T 2RRTS
ZLENEETHEE L.

2HBL S HBOREETHS Tim McNamana &
Cathie Elder #X. \W3" D Samuel Messick D#R% %
TREE, EOBROHARDOERIIH > T (XX
communicative competence NDEEADKET), T A bD
ZUEIZHLNBEHLE WS HiT A2 & Y KB B
TR EEBNLETHI LERLE. T, TR
Bb3HT L > THIRERD=—X0RY ., TOKR

T R D DORBRYED D D2 bR LB RIE BRIz
SN R LUEOBBIZIIRARMNH S LiEH L.

3 ZHHOREH Geoff Brindley i%. T A MMzEbh3
BAAA (TR MNARE - 7R MNEME - ZRE -
B-TRURLRE) oM TREBEZ M, “assessment
culture” #M EEHHREELBE L, ZhicBh#
LT 6 HZBDREEH David Nevo 2. 7R MEHF L
TAMNEREOHONEE L HEEZEEL T, BEHE
BASHESHTHD (F A D) accuracy, utility,
propriety, feasibility AGERE N5 L& X Tz,

HiZ 4 ZEHOREH Janna Fox 1. HEDT A b
ICHT 52 REOREREOMAITE VRS LV 5B
REBEL, RED/FETHS LBBEINBZTRA b
RRARTHLBHBETHDI L ER L.

B#EDOREEH Alan Davies 13, 7R FEBEOMKHE
GUEEXT. MRODTTHREIZIES TAZTIHIC
IBHEAREIBAME SNERETHHM, FNHBEE
LEWRIZETTOHOHBERAL LTOEESRBED

THl ORBLV - GEERABERDDZ L THENW
HEDERIZRMN S LTz,

ZDEHRVURSYLADOARIISHEILEY. BE
AR DOT A MERRORMED 57 X MERE OBEG
BIOBOR Y OMREIC £ THAS 5 7. Fox % Nevo 5
FLLTERNRT X MERBREER Y LTz Dzt
L. Brindley, Elder, McNamara 23z D X 5 2#td
NBERDH I L EEX LS L Lk, Shohamy H4#
DL DI Z4RE LicDiza L. Davies 2 5% D
EBOHY HFEER L,

ZDEIRBRESDIVITELEVOLRIIXE 19
[B] LTRC (1997, Orlando) TR ONTZEEY EMY Likaf
M THD. ZDLEZ—TH2EME»LEREOME
OB - fH - BENTIE U S T RREIZ AT X
A L0BFT L. CBT X structural equation modeling A%
FhzRBILTIb0L LTHEShk. $EOHS
HFIEEL WS F—=ik Fox BF5 X 5. faimess &
ROYUROBETHD., £ORE Spolsky BEKIZ
BHLEL ORRAT RAZ —DOEEN O TEENTH#
Bz rhizn, LB, RF»L (boLAROHE
MLz &% AN B R&E TCikigvdr) (Bachman) & DO
BB T, McNamara & O THRBREV MR OLEIAS
ME Y PIFIeARERYIh LR o7

BRTIR. BEOZRIZESWEHZELHENRE
NERETHDLBofe. BELOBERHWHND Y X2
FARYDRERBIZBELBLRZVWRATIR. BED
WY EEOODORZEENR DD, SHIT. FEDNDT AL

(BXTERARBROEERERR) M7 R b0
BESTICRIELEBORESNDIRETHS S,
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WFhICE X Z O ORI O WsiEn Y
Thd, 87T AMORE LT FHEHFLEELEDLS
REBETHD. SHOERBEASND,

EHE: BRUN—# FENASH

Closing Session:

Closing Session &, Professor Alan Davies 23E 3" K
K. Thrasher, "PRHEH Q& LEICEM OTERZ L
L ThiE -7z, Professor Davies 1% professionalism &
internationalism 7239 £ HRE>TRUHTE Y B
language testing OFEHBAFETH Y, TOLHITIE

e A WFZEH M communication & collaboration 25 25%
ThdHENWH Z &ML, ffkiT Samuel Becket O
“Try again, fail again, but fail better.” &\ 5 &% DH 5
BHEAFALT, oAV —F 2K I,

WIZHAED LTRC in Vancouver  (Z-2W T, Professor
Lyle Backman 237 —72 & 3w 7 OWNELR E#BH L.
£ OBMEEH Tz,

Tt E TR 277 B SO MIZ. LTRC in Tsukuba 1999
OHEMBHL bhiz,

G AN AT RREEIEIFE AT

FEE0L88 58005y d s SR 880838888888 F3558
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£ 11 B W

JLTA 5 11 BIRFZRFISLHM. 1999 4£ 11 A 23 B(K).
JeimEHLRT O, LR TELER T, JACET 1t
HEXRLEofBIz I VEEEhELK,

HiEH KKEZ (FEAF)

EB/TANLEBRE-—TAMNBEANLORA
HENBICHARAFIEEHFTOPTLYVDITES
TAMDOBRBIALLENTNWAZ L2 RIT EH L.
ZDX5R2ENG, SEDNTAH 28 H~31 HIZMIT
HNEERESBRIB THM I N LTRC (The Language
Testing Research Colloquium) '99 i 21 Ht4giz M) Tkt
ROFET A POHMEMD LT, X, EERMEL W
SR SRPEIZE>TIRZIDOLELRWHEETH -
1.
BRROBEEHBEL TN LTREREE 3 %
ohtc. —FHIZ. BEORBZERTIZLTH
%. TRHOLERT X b O/ RRBEETIZFTHAT
WANREIPEREBDDIZEBKETH S, Scale D
BN Lo THEBREDT A MNERIZEDLH>TL S, #&
RENCHEREORNEZEZEMTEOT A MHFHEILT
WENREEMARD. ZFBICZ 0L 5 REEOHE
PP TIZETHS, TRbh, F—HLEHOG
DL S REENRBATHAOPEHALMITEZ
LThHHLiEREIN, P, A MEEE L%
HWREOME, 7A MpBIHEEZHREREOME. T
AMRRLESRERAOME. £LTT R bOEHHE
DOHETHB. 3 BAIK, ZThHE2LXDOLHITHEL
TV RIFHERLVWREEF R, TRbLRA:
BFAMESREBZITHRELABNTE ST X

b HFEZRICAT TRA L TWARINER L2,

BE#9iZ134 £ TD NUMBER RIGHT SCORE 5k
K TIXERITR > TS LOGIT SCORE %A L/zH
BREHHLZAELTHELBEAL TV RITHITRS
2V, E{ZBAIX Rasch model. CAT (Computerized
Adaptive Testing) IZB LT H R LI LD THAR
Fhid, SHEBEETOIHAMNRE Shv? TOEFL
@ CBT (Computer-Based Test) HDEKK DT R b 7§
TOALBIEBEIND,

RADHEFTHOTWAEF AP H - L HEZMIT.
ERTR2BENREGEZRERCRLTNIZL
THEROTBERBFTORBIIRMBDIDOTHD LR
hie.

R

O
=

1 #

r-3
[=]

JLTA #RBORBRZAFFRALEmE ) DR
IZEE. KERZ ILTA @RIz k2B L b FER
JLTABI&EIZ X D Workshop A3fThbhvk L,

Workshop iR (RREHFAF)

AE =% FEENRAEDH Y H)

AE=F ALV STENED L 52 b DR D
PERIE, ERSTBZLOBEEERE, [RY
=X VN L—ORE->TOMBIERSITSEZ
LIZEE LW, FIAIXEEENR2 M@ 5 AN words
25 pragmatic £T Microlevel 7 & Macrolevel ¥ T
V., TAPMFEDETHREML D DT interview test,
group interview test, tape-mediated test, discussion test 73
HY, PEITL-TIZ 60 ZBXDFEOFELTY
T, RIEELTRCHEAZRELTHD Db &5 R
bRRZ D, T, AC—XV BRI THIHIEOANE
DETHRVIZ L >TEDLIOTREEZE ST DHh.
iz, RESHICRRICHET DY A= Tlighén
BHEEL S DBERB A - S ikhifllET 5 LT
ABiIE,LoTNS,

KIZHFEORER 6 DO (FlXiX. One-Way
Monologue, Face-to-Face Dialogue, etc.) (2431}, £
T A MEER DS B % Rasch Based Analysis of
Polychotomous Data {Z & Y TV, #ERE O H L HE
BeRE L, BIZHORRT 35 HEOTF R MHE
FHRBREIZREL. HEED 4 REETF—ZITMA R
{Z Rasch Based Analysis using FACET Model MW\ T
BE. R, FMORE S 2R LAT-1DOhTHI- T,
ZHIZ XY FE-EOFBOLEBREZR D IT2 ) M0
DEREEZ D ETRITEDZ EMBHBALE,

BRIz, SRIOABFTORBIZRPTIENT
ERVWoIR, RE—F% 5 TAMNIEDAE—F
FORREENZTHATESOL2HNDDOTR
FhiFeslewv, T oOKH 6 Validity, Reliability,
Practicality ® 3 DHBFAML L bOTRIFhIER LR
Vo ¥, ThEf S ETLHEBREORNESENIC
FAMNTHZLOVBEETHD, ZOBREPDL, R —
XU TNDEREHBIZ LB ZLBRSHOREL
BxdLigzhi,

EE: RS AEILHREFEER)
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1. MRKLE - 28RBICDONT

WRIERCBES 2 HoFEfTH. WIRRE. RURANW
DEHORFTHECOOTHRATHRE L, BATOLD
ICREWLLELEOT, MW LET,

1) WFEicER. ROFHEER, LEREEE,
LA DT LR - BT D
L - PFIRAC BRI - 2 - JLTA
A4 - AE2A4 - FREDHE (PR,
R AR ) - Wi - FRERA
2) R4, RoFHEEER, KIUE LT,
BORZRMAMT D,
ILTA %84 - A¥2A4 - 240 (BT
¥ 90 Off A EiRT5) - S0 - o
B (PR REsd)

i

2. FHEMALE
(1999 49 H 16 H~20004E1 A 15 H)

BBHRE 1 1
BN EBE SR AaIa=br— 308

—B2 A

BAIE. JLTA Oo—#2H1X 104 4, 42 HIT 6
G

3. LTRC99 Program & Abstracts

LTRC 99 Program & Abstracts fil} 7D A3 A3 55 i
EFHLET., e, YARMGEINIEAY FT TR D
ErboEd. ZHLEOFIZ. HHERETBHWED
HETFEW,

7235, LTRC 99 Program & Abstracts (&, ILTA D7k
— h— :‘)(hllp://www.surrcy.ac.uk/ELI/illufilta.hlml) n
51> 295, Program Book MDA k (http://www.
surrey.ac.uk/ELI/ilta/ltrc99.html) TH R5H Z L Ak F
T TIEHEATEWN,

551 f

onji

4. TMFCE] H3 5 RRESR

THFZeicEE)] & 3 BORFEMHEELTVWET, 52
STIIRHEETE W,

IR 2000 4E 4 1 30 H(E)TY. $hEESEEO
REZ oW TIE, TRFZEREED &8 2 5@ 116-117 ~—

VEIRFE

5. {¥fF - FAI® - SR1TEDETE - £EICD\T

HROFTIE, 5D WIXEFT - iR & OEENLE
Lhiroje&BiE, ELW, HAWIEH LWERT - PR
. BHERECTTHHETE W,

il RTHHBATRREMAL TWNELHOHRT,
G WIREFIC LY, MITEDHDHI VTN ERSHFOLE
TEhbHBBWEITIZ. TEHRFRIC. BHERHETH
T T E V.

6. LTRC2000

2000 4 3 A 6 H(H)~11 H(+) O, #FE oA
¥ 7 —s3—T LTRC 2000 pfitEh 3,
K&eF—<id
Language Testing” T,
ML WA H X LTRC 2000 O F — AR — Y
(http://www.housing.ubc.ca/conferences/events/LTRC2000
/homepage.htm) TS TwWET,

“Interdisciplinary Interfaces with

7. EDfth
JLTA OFFEINTH§ 2 ZHAL ZHE, dR—AR—
T O, Newsletter F~OBIRFERH Y £ LI
b5, WHHETRHALMATTFZ N
FVRELEHNTEAL LS, WO h%E &
AL BENWNZLET,

eEDEeESESElEEEIEIED
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