JLTA Newsletter No. 10 RITREE : KK B= 2001 4F (ERR 134F) 8 A 31 H¥EfT
AT : BASEET A M2 (ILTA) F5R

T389-0813 REFILIARIARF EHIZR 758 TEL 026-275-1964 FAX 026-275-1970
e-mail: youichi@avis.ne.jp URL: http://www.avis.ne.jp/"youichi/JLTA.html

% ok sk sk ok ok sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk ok

$£5E (2001 FE) LEMRASEN - RREEE

R&7—=: Language Testing Code of Practice for the 21* Century
21 fFUTIB T D EFET A b OFMiH)

& B ERURHRE 6 B T185-8502 HEEArFHEENT 1-7-34
JR i EAFEREA X EEDS 10 4

H £: 20014610 428 H (H) 8:30 ~ 18:00
RN BFEREFR T (GE&K 304 - HEE104))
iR [SEBELSHETANOEA i R 1 (EEEEAP
o BFERERIT (k304 - HEE104)
NINT A AHyay [FiETA MEMICED 5 5#ME : Code of Practice D&M 5 |
w2
BEe

2 m ¥: £H1,000M. —# 3,000 9
* HRTOH LIARIZHESH Y E8A,

PFZEFEFREH LiAd
MAEREFLEIZ. BRIEE (EZOHE 2507, BAFEDOHRSE :500F) % emailizk v,
BFERD 2 FHHFEHICEM LTSV, 1) nkyj@tku.ac.jp (44 ##) 2) toinby@parkeity.ne.jp
GR¥E ). TOBEIZ, WMOBEHEZLTHRLTLE S, 1) BREKA. 2) BRETRBH.
3) REEH., 4) BREHEK L (e-mail address). 2B, e-mail EFFOEOH4IT TJLTA2001
WrE&RH LiAdk) TREVWELET.
FERIEEOH LAALMIMR : 200149 A 10H (A)

BRIZOWT HLARBIE : 200149 A 30H
¥BH 7 N—HicoXx, HBI&EIZ 20,000 . —f&iX 40,000 A,
* BR - NMEOHMIZ W T, FHERIZBEWSbETEN,

= Pagéd —



$r= mT A MES

M EGEHEEMER) S TARSFET A
b S T 2B I b o TR DORFZEHI &3,
2001 4 6 A 23 H (L), FERKRZHFEIHIC
BWTBHM s E L, flnigasEdL. 7
i) 72 BEF A LN T 2 B > TOWZREI T L2
2, 45 ADBMEEZRDDL LI TEE L.
EARFEORBIGHEH T AR ROXB P S0
B, KK QEO02ERECHE, v—2
Yav 7L 3 DOMRRRETROL S ILfTH
E L.

D—rvav 7 TR, BEEBRELLTE
REXZTELND PHE—K (WBRE) 25,
(FANTF—=E0WT7—2 a3y 7 — s
A MG EHBREHR -1 VW5 %4 MALT,
w7 A B L HEINE G A R L., #
NENOMRICIEASL F— X i 2 RA &
hiz. AR KIE. TAMTF =200k OY
— & L TKEH M TDAP (Test Data
Analysis Program) DR EMEERL L, 7
ANF—ZAHORRICAZ S HRRS LTSS
h, YHOT—2 2 a v P bREICENZL-T
FE#ELET L

MR RO TIX, 7. EEGHK (MM
HEKRE) B, [HEETOr70—X - F A bOF|
RizoWT) T, Z2ua—x 5 A b OFRAAR
PEBEL, 7u—X - FAMEROBE AR E
RS IE Lz, $:IZ,. Discourse Cloze Test
PRI/ —X - FAMRER, ERHWED
%%ﬂ%hménfkbnibto

13 AR EFISHRE

FEWT, HIBIER (EAZREAS) K. TE
W72 b OEOm Lz To—#E] T, E
W7 A b ORERXS, LFEERESEB S
AAYVT - VAL AF—Fy b EOBTF
RkE) OMEIZOWTREEhELE, 72X
Mz 5 & BB OE o Lz 2R3 5l
WHRT A 77 TEEBFRIEND TRET L.

IRHRIT, RPIEFER (@M ERAY) &Rk
B (WK 23, TR EBIIBITD K
YiE ARMIED readability 1z B4 5 g s br
- 2001 SFFERF AR Z —ikBhk & IR
REREREZEROWERMME 2 b - )
T, HELEBORFEAROGEMME THEbR
TeHGET % A b @ readability O4HEE A HIE
ShE L, THFEDES ) & MEHEROHS
] TROEYERZVAE, [LoRE) T,
BEOAEBR, BHAOH 2 #HY., Zhids Flesh
Score D% (HA 95, B 65) DRE LA -T
W5 RSN E Lk,

m%%éwwﬁAﬂ%&ﬂﬁﬁ@%%ﬁﬁw
L7 Thrasher FI&FiciX, & A KERBHEH
ﬁ@ibtoitﬂMiE®ﬁ$&LT‘%%
DR Z BRI LTe A FREiziz, BrEp 2
ﬁmﬁbfuiﬁTbh4Z%WLt%ibto

AR, juxﬂééﬂfu{lﬁéﬂ A[:]COUF
RUIROBFELENESETWE & E L.
HEFHTORME WS Z LT, EEHMOI
THhHFRHPEE - OB N2 ER Iz LT
et 2k Lk, RPFESET, H< OEENH
RBIRITHE L. REMERRREHS 2 L
TEE L. TEMnieiZnicesk, Bfgicz
T Wi &R, ALz 59h a5

TEWE L,

(HUEE B W EERASHGEW

— Page2 —



Language for Specific Purpose Testing: The State of the Art
by Dan Douglas (Iowa State University)
JLTA Special Lecture Report: July 1, 2001 at Tokyo Keizai University

After outlining the key points in his recent
work Assessing Languages for Specific
Purposes, Douglas mentioned how the notion
of language testing for specific purposes merits
further consideration. He indicated that it is
becoming increasingly difficult to distinguish
language for specific purpose (LSP) tests from
general language (GL) tests. LSP tests,
Douglas contends, should be regarded as one
type of communicative test. Nearly all major
LSP tests today, he pointed out, are
stringently developed according to Bachmann
and Palmer’s (1996) criteria for communicative
language testing which, among other things,
states that all tests should reflect target
language use. For this reason, Douglas
suggested that language tests are best
described in terms of a continuum of specificity,
with tests such as the TOEFL at one end of the
spectrum, and the Air Traffic Contoller’s
Proficiency Exam at the other. The key
difference between general and LSP tests is
not in the construction process, but the nature
of the construct being measured. “Looking at
the way tests are constructed is no longer a
viable way to identify what is an LSP test or a
more general test,” Douglas remarked.

Discussing the relationship between
general language knowledge and specific
purpose background knowledge, Douglas
asserted that “background knowledge, far from
being a factor leading to construct irrelevant
variance, may be an essential aspect of the
construct of specific language purpose ability.”
He echoed Fulcher (1999) in suggesting that
some aspects of contextual
knowledge should be regarded as part of an
underlying test construct, rather than part of a
test error.

Pointing out that it is difficult to separate
background knowledge from “general language
knowledge”, Douglas advocated including
specific purpose background knowledge in test
constructs. At the same time, he cautioned

background

against attempting to assess some types of
non-linguistic background abilities beyond the
capacity of the test developers. It would be
inappropriate, for example, for most LSP test
developers to attempt to measure a person’s
engineering. Effective LSP tests, Douglas
maintains, integrate elements of linguistic
knowledge with specific background
knowledge relevant to a particular field. To
achieve this, it is often necessary to discover
what people in different fields consider to be
valid performance criteria. Mentioning how
tests often fail to measure the critical skills
that score users are seeking to discern,
Douglas added, “The ways we judge
performance in specific language tests need to
be considered more closely.”

Linguists Clapham, Davies,
Fulcher, and Widdowson have recommended
that assessments of linguistic knowledge
should be featured prominently in
communicative tests. Widdowson (2001), in
particular, has argued that we should not even
try to measure communicative language
ability, since it is a dynamic concept defying
measurement. Douglas points out that
language researchers in the coming decades
will need to explore how Widdowson's
assertion that tests should focus on linguistic
knowledge will influence LSP  test
development. Douglas believes that the
concept of general language knowledge itself
should be questioned further. He conceives of
language as a variable capacity rather than a
sort of monolithic construct.

In addition, Douglas mentioned how the
distinction between dialect and register
proposed by Davies (1984) may not always be
valid. Davies contends that dialects are
acquired as native languages, while registers
may be acquired for specific purposes at any
time, then disregarded when not called for.
Douglas, however, believes that both dialects
and registers are learned and discarded as
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part of social behavior. In Douglas’ view, one
of the main challenges in the years ahead is to
define what is meant by ‘specific purpose
language testing’. Currently LSP has been
criticized by Davies and others as being too
theoretical and unclearly defined. Douglas
counters by asserting that, “LSP testing is in
fact justified on theoretical grounds ... but ...
often not carried out for pragmatic reasons —
it is too expensive or impractical to produce
the variety of field-specific tests that theory
would justify.” Because language performance
varies with context and because academic or
vocational contexts often call for very specific
types of language use, Douglas regards LSP
testing as theoretically justified.

After briefly reviewing current testing
research, Douglas remarked how language
tests in general are moving away from discrete
point multiple-choice tasks towards more
integrative, communicative tasks. He wvoiced
concern over the tendency in the field to prefer

GL tests over LSP test. He suggested that
LSP tests are often superior to general
language tests in that they tend to contain

more  situationally relevant assessment
criteria.
In his presentation, Douglas also

expressed concern about the lack of pragmatic
reality in simulations.
hard to
simulate, he felt test developers must strive to
make their tests as realistic as possible.
Douglas concluded by noting the vibrant
activities being conducted in the field of LSP
testing.

many test

Acknowledging that realism is

He mentioned about 30 ongoing
research projects, then underscored the need
for further studies on generalizabilty, the
influence of information technology on test
performance, assessment criteria, backwash,
and what actually makes texts field-specific.

(Reporter: Tim Newfields Nanzan Jr. College)

Reference:

Bachmann, L. & A. Palmer. 1996. Language

Testing in Practice. Oxford; Oxford
University Press.

Davies, A. (1984). “ESL expectations in
examining: the problem of English as a
Foreign Language and English as a
Mother Tongue.” Language Testing, 1
82-98.

td

Fulcher, G. 1999. “Assessment in English for

Academic  Purposes: Putting Content
Validity in Its Place.” Applied Linguistics.
20. 2: 221-236.

Widdowson, H. 2001. “Communicative
Language Testing: The Art of the Possible.”
In C. Elder, et al. (Eds.)
Experimenting with Uncertainty: Essays in
Honour of Alan Davies. (pp. 12-21).

Cambridge; Cambridge University Press.

A. Brown,

— Page4 —



JLTA 52 BIEETAMNTI—0 a3y HE

JLTA % 2 [EIEEnTX =T 9 P,

8 A6 HH ~78H (H). hE- m - k%
DEE. 7 A MHESHOMBRER Y. #1304
DBMTEY, KERAFTOHBRER2 L5
WhfEE R E Ui,

F1HB. F#% 1KLY, KKEEOMSHE
Bickex, [SFE7 A OB LEa) [ K
KB (RS, RIS PRI (RRHASS)),
(ST APMOIEKMTE) [0 : Randy
Thrasher (ICU), w4y SR (FKH K] @
SlcoDiERTThhE Lz,

R, PRI RIT 25T A MoEl 1z
DNWTT A AHyay [FL: HIE ¥ (K
WL IR A H )] 21T, [ A bl % il
ETZO0], TFEREH>TVBELIEEINS
), M LTERFEOHET D200, THA
D [FAMOAL] LHREOBER Lotz
AR EERN, TRENa I a=Fr—va il
D HITE & FFAf . TR A FEAM D> O #E 5 FE i~ .
M - Rl - EEDESE] Loz R,
ey &— - FAMOHIRT A b LERHFO
REHHF LDV /) ORE, TarEa—5&7
APRA v E—Fy MZLBTAMERIE W
ST RO BEE, RIEWIREIZ DWW THEH
HEivE L,

HHmbik, BME L2 TRES%
b, REZEDE L.

#2 HEOF IR, 7 A MEHBERES (7
#:: Randy Thrasher (ICU)] {z&HThHh ¥ Lz,
%9, Passive Skills & LT. Reading: /AR
HiZ (&K%, Listening: J. K Hubbell (3:F
REE) OWMBIZ LY, 52 FEEERORE A
FROWTHMEE DY E L. BT,
Productive Skills & L T. Writing: ¥ [
(FKH K%%), Speaking: Hikq G (A}era%{%k?)
OEMTEY, T, FACTHbIBREIZON
T, £EMBfTbhE L.

%2 HEOFR®RIZ, 7R bF— 2 HEE [h
FE— (BBKRS) T, &80 CALL ¥ RAF A
ZE L, Test Data Analysis Program: TDAP
CEDT— 2 MM OEE #fTVE L,

P
. THENHEL<], TH
e Thigiciz 721 LWk

Ltk OT > r— f~'C
ELTWik].
flibHFELENELEN, [FrABvarok
v a3 Y3 —HATTREE o) THElCEH
MIER LT A MHEZ S 5 ALY EF TS
bnfehrove), TEHBETHEETIHELE N
27 T 59 LEHNRTF -5 Ik 57— 2L
HEBRBRW] Ehole, KETREEMLF
HohELRE, FELNERRZRIZ, %D
IVHRELEV—2ay7eRBLTWEL
WEEXTEBYET,

(AHEE: #HR PREE—)

— Page5 —



CREDEDESEDEDEDEDEDESElEIEDESEIEDED I EDEDEIEIEITIEDED

AAAAAANAA

% Information on Language Testing Research

A A AT AT AT A N A, A
EAAA A A AAAAAAA A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A

Information on Language Testing Research
DO TIX. SET A MUFZIZ B3 5 4 2 P
Rk L Tw&E £9., BilkHZix. JLTA 5%
RETITHHE T I,

Upcoming Conference:
JALT Testing & Evaluation SIG

May 11 - 12, 2002 --
the 21st Century at Kyoto Sangyou University.

Language Testing in

Enjoy a range of presentations on assessment
and evaluation issues as part of a larger Pan-
SIG Conference in Kyoto.

Deadline for call for papers: Oct. 30th.

For details, contact

www .jalt.org/test/conference.htm.
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