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Lee, Young Shik. 2003. A Status Quo Study of Using Computer
Technology for Language Testing. Korean Journal of English
Language and Linguistics 3-4, 571-588. The purpose of this study is
to investigate into the various ways that the computer technology is
used for language testing. Three uses of computer technology are
mentioned: 1) computer-adaptive language testing and computer-
based language testing, 2) the scoring of performance-based
language assessment, and 3) the development and wuse of
psychometric tools for analyzing the scoring results. Although the
various uses of computer technology could provide expanded
possibilities for language testing development, the developers should
be reminded that they are currently subject to indepth research
which could support their validity. In this regard, the advantages
and limitations of some uses of computer technology for language
testing are discussed.
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214718 Holste EE I7te] A&e] ARV 71&3tg
ue}, dojag % AoHri= FE 3 FHFH 7] (information
and computer technology)S &835}7] AJFsle], F7loke
ARHE 24T A4REH @il BB TG =) Hol
GeA =tk @At mAdu, AFEHE Qoj@slel ol geh
e dergos Bem 2ol A A2 BRHE B 4 Atk 1)
ARES APTHOR ol g3 WY ) AFHHE AR B
A5k By 3) AW AEARel U BAL Ase 54 2
AgEd =Zzafoz HAFHE BEde WY s B
=RAAE 99 e AFH EFEPUE =51, I d9E
AHB A S}

21. AFH 332 3 (computer-adaptive testing: CAT) ¥ HAFH
714 A] & (computer-based testing: CBT)
dolgstel Uy ARAEY &S Fz AW WA
AFE A8 &8 (computer-adaptive testing: CAT)Z} #
Al g (computer-based testing: CBT)& & 4 Utk A A7)
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HFEHE ol&F Hrirh g2 A7 2HE AFSA oA
A8317F HAok &3] vls ETS(Educational Testing Service)oll
9% TOEFL(Test of English as a Foreign Language) A1 o]
A F 3 A(paper-and-pencil test) Wao g2 XFUcirl, 2 1087k
ge A7 A¥e AN F AMARCE AFHE o8
AE(ETS, 1998, Wang &, 2001)e.2 iAoy, Sduystze
20008 F1LEH AFHE 088 Aoz AFA HU

Dunkel(1997, p. 8)& Z%EH Hg Agold AFHY wuw
N&e o8ad FUAd s AWEYY volEE DEE
Alguiog, ZRzHog WEAJY(tailored testing)o]et A ¢

stack  weEkd  AFE ASAPold ANFEITY  dojmd
F82e Y RFESF IxY HFH el FLE
BrEe  2el, ZBHoz ANFEIL FIPAY S
StEFolA dAlste BE4 Hrier ¥ F Aok 53] Hrlel&Y

S & (item response theory)2
FE < 7bsstA st olEd AFE HE AP
olztel ol&3stA HULH, ol dojHrie HFH FHS
o] Al @ (computer-adaptive language test: CALT)o]&}tx K&
HAFE AHE AP 4 EALdY(item bank)e] THE 8
gk oleld EAYE FEE s # B¥Ee] o
dol=  HX(a single ability-difficulty scale)ol] 2] 7
(calibrate) |31, o3 Z4z}e] EFe deolme uwE F
WAt AAAR 2% A¥e ARE FA4Ec 14 o
A=A doke dEolth ofeld EAlLd] dAie A& uiet
Zol ol nEE Fa dow, 7 B dolx
ARl AlEe AFo - REY HedeE A

AFold Ao Ayl 2EHI, ogd & EFE dolx
g Zzasteo] HFH FHS Alged o] "k oy
Z-&# <i¥]E(adaptive algorithm) Zhzhe] Fgxl7E FolR
T dial SdEele el wel FALPozRY /G HAED
Fol dolr & MeYstd 5 AAE AU o
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L8l o7ldA  CAT(computer-adaptive test)2} CBT
(computer-based test)oll ™d Bojo] HeJE W3 T BTt
Ak o] F &ojo] Fa3 xole CATE EAMET 32 233
duEEe AYR gou, CBTe W=EA 122 & 9eEd)
AFEHE &9 HFE AEL 9U¥ F Ut CBT=
ADuAtet e Ueg gwyHE 9x HAFHE BIA 2=
ANgoz CATE IZsle Adelst & 4 Ui, 2xF CATe
CBTY & "hiolgl & 5 Ut 1283ty CATE 22 ‘HFH
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g olgtn WMo F len, CBTE ‘FHiFH &A% &
FHAFE A Felgn WMgEg & Aok CATOAe A
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o dold Ui, UFdl A 1 FFoR HEor &
0. 874 AFEEHE o]£3 TOEFLA¥S CBTHm Rz,
AE Al ol FdA E7|(Listening) 2} F ¥ (Structure)>
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When the difficulty of items is targeted to the ability of
candidates, maximum information is obtained from each item
for each candidate, so test length can be shortened without

loss of reliability.

A @R dolmrt #EA o gFojx B, AFiALe}
2ol ASHEE E7A FoAA okF HAY o EAE
EdasA A XE et §loA, FEAY AFATLS
33 HIFE = Utk olRe AT HFS AT HAF &
RNeHME £ T g Hd) Jr7t 4o FEAE 23]
ofd 4 AA, FPANA FEE FFY BFE AE Folok
= Al89 Yo (redundancy)S HAE 5 ot £33 FHAL
27 FEED |FE oEe EAY 4 EAE AL Eojor &
gdarvt g7l wEed APE 53 FEANA HElFgez
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AFE ASANEY AL FZY FUANA BE: BIL
AFFHEE ABIANY 4 294 TAS HUA BE T 5
e £AF v geiFold Age) ik,

AYIE BT 5
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tes)o] 7hedtES I, FHEATE AA oA NER o
=7 NP AE F doH x3 AHUE T 1 AnE =7
TE EE 5 Yok
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testing)&  3}A

ol gAAHGE WA HAEHE Hol
Hate] F8%y ¥ rHperformance-based
Z3tal B A3 (discrete  testing) 2o

ZFHHAT. F ARE HEAEL FF(essay)F UEF e
Aoz S x33lx BdozH A 4AE 7)4(communicative
skills) B o} ¢ o] Z] 2} (linguistic knowledge) <] 235 =
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[TThe new task formats and modes of presentation that
multi-media  computer-based test administration makes
possible raise all the familiar validity questions, and may
require us to redefine the very constructs we believe we are

assessing.
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It is argued that WBTs are most appropriate in low-stakes
testing situations; but with proper supervision, they can also
be used in medium-stakes situations although they are not

generally recommended for high-stakes situations.

AFEE ol &3 Aol #AA FHd T AFHIL YA
oAl A&7t HAAT, 2By ofFE L FAC U=
Aol AAHY. 288l Chalhoub-Deville®} Deville(1999, p.
292)& b5 o] Tt

Although CBT has developed significantly over the past
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decade it is not a testing panacea and must be viewed with
its current limitations (particularly expense and technological

complexity) in mind.

Hepn AFEHE ol8F AojAHel £ER Aol b
Wd =E AL AFs FAE Zae AT WX ALY
a7t gk oked olg@ Aol FaEE B wEH AFYH

Z1ed] BFAE 23 TFstoix s gdnh

22. A A O AFEY o) &

1) AFH +4U4 71e$ 0183 go] 2st7] B (PhonePass)
AS7A HFE7E AFEAR] o)lgse= WA Y]

=9stded, AFEH APl HFE HIANFEL F=

Folgsivt 2 E o3¢} Zo] EYPHoE FAHHE FEIIE
(receptive skills)ol| 2+ #AS FAck 283 dAfde 71€H
Aeko 2 Qe AFHE ol & Lty HIt ofHA AAR

ol iy oAle  HFEI FE7Is oy &t
ABHAEAY HIHERE oplg, FERIEAN FIAXTE AE

Agasel W@ ARE wPstn e PFYH 1%l
ANR D, 20 WE BE ALATY A¥AH} doem AU
olm THATIE A#A AW AHE AFH AFHom
ARHT ASE AL AW FAY A AW, FHFr} gL

ol
Elo] AEAH o]l dAE D

o
-,

Gol WY AEAPANE oln] AF
gom do) B AFAR} BRI B+ U

53 go] Tslr) BrielMe FAHEe 8L SA4UY JEe
Furetar glew, a3 SA4A4 Tlee Fo wskrle o
PIES AFHoE Hrisel AWY + WA A g =W
PhonePass (Ordinate Corporation, 1998; Hubbard, 1999)= o]

w7l i3 e RE QQUdE, & FZ U= Yo{(American

English)ell tigk £7], &34, &= ¥, o8 5% A==

FU9 SA4UA7E0 vy F31 ok (Bernstein, 1997; 2000).

1818t o] wale ulel o], PhonePasse HFEH A|2HS
&l

o] &3 HstE Tty Fol L] HIF AAEH, 1) Lo
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¢l 7](reading aloud), 2) &% W& (repeating sentences), 3) W@
tl 7](naming opposite words), 4) #& ©3&}7](providing short
answers), 5) 7/I¥& -§-H3}7](giving open responses)$} & ThAl

7R FrReg FA4E Ut

ey o2 @ 9o} Laly] BAAAE TEFFES Fol 2a]
4 BWARA 2o, @A geaw AAAA us e
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o -9l =

2t A (human rating)oll Wk AT A7 gFHE 4,
olo] thet M HAZEE st & 5 3

A 2= FA3F2 At (Bernstein, 2000). E3] 2o  o]3}H,
PhonePassol] 9]§t o] &3}7] Hrir7h ¥E QdeEsta FF0] 54
E3tigts, Bridas 949 Awkd 9o waly) Y
FEe ARdAdAs AVl dva @tk m=g 99
HrlA e s axx 3, I Hrtel WEF o] golmg e
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e WRlel el W vgaI(washback)E WA= H},
Fojdetr]l el AEAH AF Y FFoz sty g
Folugol TRFERE ofd @3y APE 79 Ao ¢

ddoletd, oleld 9o @warl ANE WS Besol
o9 9ol 2yl WA WMl Agsld m: AT FL
NESD B 4 4ok clhE ols e AFH s wol
AoB7be @A ¥ ;

2) gojztEol gt AFE] A (e-rater)

dol AHel o HFE Zigo] &&ozm JozEe Uit
B A shesAdeol d®la, 2 thEAHQL =AM HA ETS
o] A Alzwlolgl & & QlE erater® £ 4 Ut} Burstein
(1998)2 GMAT9] 137 gojz& EAlo] thall cratere] =)z}
FOAEAEY MRS Hud AR 87-94%9  IXA
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(agreement)s R H{T= JAFZEAHE dlEskdh. £ Test of
Written English (TWE)e] 7| AEHA M eratere] |7 o]
A HE7F MY 93-94%9 X E BHAT FA3tAt ojigh
SAE 289 AE AHA Aol AHATHL AL LA SE
Ao Z, eraterd] 23 AJHo] ILH3}high-stakes) A|FAAMT
A22) 3 A (second reader)E A APAFE Wk ofuje}, FoARE
Aol 28 xe 4Ed d4, AR AuE ARE 5 At
a5S FA3ATH

TWES| o3t eratersld2 A7t AFAYE AAH AL
(holistic scoring)el ®BIE-S F3 Qlow, Y 7|EL FAK
H(syntactic structure and syntactic variety), ®3t3 <l H(discourse
cues and organization of ideas), @3 FAENT
o] 3] A& (topical analysis and vocabulary usage)d A3}
o, AnWe 6¥ez HaHe 1Woz A= A% 1 F
olgg TWES FojztE A wiaiA A FHe Az AE
AAe] Aole] 4BBA} T50lt, o @ eratersh zzte] 17}
AE AR Abele] AH FBAAZE 730w, ATRAH o
A9t eraterd] 9% FEAHFVE N% dATeE AF4EAH
(Burstein & Chodorow, 1999)%= Uttt 53] 259 A7
oA 75%9] JojFEo] HYol¥l(non-native speakers)ol] 2]l
»o  Hed, T JFoAREe A ol&H AFEA]
Yol (native speakers)o] 2 JojZE  AHd] o]gH
AHERT Aol7b QE& FASAT eratero] 2T Al
Aolelel R FolFE WY oz mdolwe] @
Gz Eolx & HEH, TS erater7} HEE Fo] BAFERY
gelpzol GlSAE EF(confound) 4| e+

oFol A BAW, ZFol thdt eratere} TE FFE AFH
7bsAdoel  dAsiEo] FoJRERIbY gk ARE TheAE
golFAoka B 4 Utk 22y o7]oA fE= eratero] T
frojstedor & AL, AFEH Aol QA AHAE A
oldE gHZHor #w2 A7 & F Utk ARy AES
a3} Al ¥ (standardized high-stakes exam)ol &= A7t AHAE
Zol T3t E4=2 AFs= el wHolw, 1d i
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AV &A% A" desia & F gtk 53] FoEE
o] 223 8219 FA W& (topical content)o] w3t F3}aH <
of talMe HFE MM BHFAol ofFE EAVE =
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= A2 AFA EFHG SRkl gl ey A F
FojzE Aol it RS Aty domm: AAEA} AF
ANAE AMEsld AE vuste ATFE ASFOEZN JARE
AN e BFAE4S A By olvzh, AFAAY AAF
—Eﬂ(ﬂl%l—} A7HE B 5 9l 3k, © delrbA

g2kl gy wsFHd FJe=ds AFE AFTse
RPN E FoF AT .

3t wla UCLAQ] ESLPE (English as a Second Language
Placement Examination) Al@% ZFE AHES AASHEAM A
A7 Fol ded, 57 B AL FFEHE o) & AFAMY
NEE HE Mz A3
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Zolth o] AlY AHe NLE AT dE 2E Jed #3dS
A Aol dEste AFEHF FIAY @ Fo AEEH
Hzlo] BhFolA HAlgth(matching). && ©l8d HFH A
dHezx Adel dgHE gt Ayt FAE = 7 AAT
g 9¢E AMsE Hgol Foizl e - A% g
HEe ARAHFAE 2l FEE A AFHE AYEA=E
B2 AR ArlE 42T § e Fold 53 A ¥
S AMES & 9o AES vy AgF APS AdsEE
AFHAG AN M2 Feo] E7FASA YA o] ofv] HAF
A diz) FRskE AAHE ANE et ded, AFEH
A% AAFe ©E AEstn J¥ge FRE + Adds EH7L

It (Carr and Xi, 2002).
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7}%5 5 o] Z(generalizability theory: g-theory)ell ul®-& &
#S E 7 Ik

Wgol2e A F7A FH7E A=, ¢4 AvMA FRe
Lorde} Novick(1968)2] XA Q1 w=pA|  Statistical Theories of
Mental Test ScoresZ #A<® L8bd 4 Attt o] 22 Allen
Birnbaumo] A &3 Fgubgo|2e v @& TP gloH,
z#e T HZPALo)E(classical test theory: CTIT)¥ &g
AgEH ol e g A dHeR JAFHYE I o F
Darrell Bocko] F3ulgol2 we R4S G&F0E FAS =
gugEe el #AEL JHHTHBock, 1972). 53] Bock
vaEg 338 4 d: FW HY S5 F%3%(marginal
maximum likelihood method)S 7|28l 1 (Bock and Aitken,
1981), g EBIkgolEe HAtd WY =E& 2=
stEthBock, 1997). 1o we} ARGl w2 MEIVFEC
AEE =298 Adsigded, o o2 BILOG, TESTFACT,
XCALIBRE, MULTILOG, PARSCALE, RUMM 3J& & &
2 tHEmbretson & Reise, 2000). o] gk H 32 o] B
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TdHeolEe £ & FRe dviae 48 Georg Raschd]

s
o8 AFHT vlF A7 Hdte] Ben Wrighto] o3 dg
HEd 9R4 23 (one-parameter model) 08 RaschRYL S
Aot H€d 71EF SRS oAA0E AEF 2e
o] &3 (dichotomous items)e] EAJo] F3IE o), 1 Fof e
A7} o]FolA MY FF(rating scales)T TL Ho]E]9] B
FZ=HAY. 53] Linacre(1989; 1994)o] <9)d thxds k4
2% (many-facet Rasch measurement)o| = ) FH 22} 2-& 3719

Ak Zdo] W3 FAE ThetA stHew, olelg o]Zd oA
Facetst}= ZHFE ZZ ¥ (Linacre and Wright, 1990; 1992;

1993)0] st oldd =oAL AHRSH s A&
Aol el AR BT AFEY 540 wXe gL
WA AT & Ase AVE eHE SFoA d@A 3ol
AEZFEAN o3 F3E7rel A ¥4 ge] o§dH:
A tH(McNamara, 1996, ©] 4], 1998). o]Atol Al B nl9} o] A

WA FRe Edukgol® AFH Zralde F2 gxAdy
(multiple-choice) £33 EAo] o]&Hz Jodr, & FFo
FEEEo) &9 93 Facetstls T ZIaPL FPFrLe A
A 0]%54_1_ Ae vl BE5E ghsj

Aurel 7ls % o] &(generalizability theory: g-theory)e T ZA}
o] £ 9] ﬁ;ﬁ"’]ﬂ-:ﬂ_ B £ glo}, =42 F(measurement error)E
He AlopolAM e Ao7h gl LHHAIELE LFE ©X
©Ad A A (single entity)Z ZH3dle HbHo, w3l JME L o]EL
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Perhaps the most important aspect and unique feature of
generalizability theory is its conceptual framework. Among
the concepts are universe of admissible observations and G
(generalizability) studies, as well as universes of generalization
and D (decision) studies.
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