€5 thE S S/EMPEREE 5 558D — 45 i Stuart D. Shaw FI Cyril
J. Weir PIA227 5 G 1RSSR, I i SUAR o UL T 2007 4R 1 AR, 1F
HEFRAEFT MR TN A B PR —LHE (RIS 26), %A
Weir (2005) Fr#& H A+t S&—IA AL / HEZQE (socio-cognitive model/
framework) A FEMFRMEL, RGHM Z 4E M EXT BB EN TR
FEMPAZSUE, FFHRER T 5 A0 PP b A ] 2808 2 58 i >R B 28086 07 K
FrnlEARE HAY 2, MR DASIAE R4 31E% 1 (Cambridge Main Suite
examinations) [ E/ENIAN FERGIN SR, HEE R TZRIF K
ST (B TR SR E VUL e v

B RS, EE WA AR TR S AR R & K Liz
Hamp-Lyons (2011) £l Sara R. Weigle (2010) % /2r51%F B, Hi
H R EEFFAUBIAT) Assessing Writing BIOIT b, J5E BOIM R
WAL —EMPE AN 2 — Assessing Writing (Weigle 2002, AMEH S
SHFFCHBGET 2011 AFE51HE) W1EE . PIR BT AR M B ETxt
RBERINE, B, TR RSN APAE . 3 WA e FY 1258
AR ST AR P X P s T
—. &tk

T E MR IS & e 2 21 28, AR rY H e BOoRBOER fem M &
FUAEBIT T R, RUERAE, 7% 440 S5 301 @ B BRI AT
e, [ B B4 BB TE KB LR 43 2 IR A TT A 75 i R
BUER &, HARFIAE N B B S AWR S A, e, REHES

il
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i IR 45 #.0» (Educational Testing Service) {4 T 2008 4F Hi il 7 #r3E 48
% 48, (TOEFL iBT) MJ&(E #F %5 % 3% (Chapelle, Enright and Jamieson
2008), MAUEUESE (validity argument) £ BEUEHT T E A B 7R K
UEJT T RN SS Ay, HEURY 2, ABIERSIN Ry B %l %& i
2 (Cambridge ESOL) Hy—Iis3l, WALAEE ST 2 51 2 25 1Y
EAEMAA T, JEE TEAS—AMER T SENSMN S, 486
BRI R T A X GEMERIE R %, AN RGEHR
58, MG AEMARUE A J7 T N LA G, WA PIR B
EEEMPIF Ik,

HE, RBWRGMER, R, w5 B IR BUE R kR
T RANEMER, £BEo R =, B I1ERELF, RNEM
M T A BB FHEIR A EEAR R, 26 2 TR HENRE (test-taker
characteristics ) , TEAHUEH T 5 1 I o 25 A 5 AE 14 A [ 7 T4 80 1)
M, 53 TR INHBUE (cognitive validity), MEVEEARA
TEVEMRA MR, 56 4 FRIFEEUE ' (context validity ), MZW
. GRS BRI S AT TS ENRSER R R, %S
B WIIUE (scoring validity) , AEIEPE N BZANPES 53 2577 T LI
TEHEMNKWYEZETR, 66 FRFHME (consequential validity),
PR 35 350 1) A P B T 5 A TV ) 5 IR A, 5 7 B R AR AR
(criterion-related validity), A& ARHE R 2 2% 5500 A JE G T 5 AE i
WUEREF R T I, &G 8 BN B T AW EZENAFFR
AR I L MBS UESR B T B BIRERY B, S B
BEE PR T RER LG, ARBLAHR, 2 TN RIRIES
WA, URIET S, TEETESE 4 A S BTN ERRZE,
1 A RS FF context validity %28 “PRERUE” | “IEHRUET &, ABHE

BRI B AENIAR LSS BT I S VRS PR S AR s, BE A S g —
HhOCHERUET . BARNETEILARE 4 F,
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IRRVEE B AR A, B3 R X R 355 1 SR
A KNG DU BN ST 1A%, 7] A b IR A N

i, EREEEN, BN ZEER AR, B 185
HEIE, FMPENE T ABRIPIFAER, HF Weir (2005) ptte—
IR T HAEE, 23 23 T SRV iz 3wy B AL i
7, P T AEARE, AR, HEUE. W RUE. RRORE
AR B8 BE S AN D7 TR SRR PAZE IR, P, A4355 1 22
BT, JRNENN AR, HERE B, AP ETHIIE
T AR A, VR B SR IR ETAY /5 A T A RO 4L
B KWEIE, SRIG 4 T S 28 91 it 2% 7R X S8 R B 28Uk 7 1] v adt
FTIWETE, FFAERIC (postseript) A DA B 75 2BV 45 1 S HF &
BB 2 AR SR B IR 7 T 2 FE AT R

RJa, ABREEIERE, RS ETT POl A F A T
AT SRR R UL IR . X e T IR By thnl B Y ) 5
HA U IESES L2 .

P, A 50 3 B R = 220 9E . el 2 i 5 D0 PP 07 T A 5
B —FE, 2451k, BATKHE, w0 F %5 OO Raede
B, ANEEIR (WE T & Weir 1998) FISEiBEL LY, NZH
(DLARH, 1998) A XA Bl . 4 AT 78 ik 4t
FAXA AP UERE AR T B TRk, SR, AT 2 U
R SAEAT FAE R B IS, T RF BTN 7 R R, &
MEZHAMA, 4%, FESNZIABULMAZE, WA, BSIEm
5, RECENBENREEAEER, MRS, ELMRLET
Fo— R, =M FH XA SR,

ARBRTHFIERS KA SN RPN AR TR,
AT DMKIEA R B R ARG, A S—I VR B E 2R, RS
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FRIHIT A K EEF I G RUE T, WHh, BEE (F
ESCERE I FHER) B, FEZF A B H IS ISOZ o R
RiE, AZYERE. Z 000075 20 B DAY RO I PAZSIE .
=, BESR

F1% 37 B1ENEPRBIFMERE T EEEN, ¥
LT Weir (2005) BYFES—IAFIMEZE, IR T iE = Il 2
WA, EFR TR, FEEEX—HT e R ER YA T
BEW, 2T 55 EMNEE AN LA (LA 4
T0), BUBANRE, PRERUE. AR, PR JERCEUE AR
PR, X ERUZ AN R A 2 EARR 7T BRI ERNE,

FEFEEEREH EASTEAE, O, W5 E R
BEXT S AR IMARE fr= AL 2, BRSE R MR 4R AL & SO sE ., 5
PRI BT DA R AL B WL R (A il 1), 3R s MR R
85) R EAEMAE AT e AR RIS, AR N S SRR S AR A
x, R EESRES GRS LSRR, AR
JEAEASUE R AT AR H RIS IE, AR 5 A2 ry 1 SKIE R SE, IR
FIEHAL, WO ST S T . PR R T B SE P ER
WRIT, REWDREEMTonE, A R MEERSE, 5
BOBL R T % XA (washback) B9—DT51H, FEAS S o E 24
BRI Bt A B 5 PRI O B SR KR 0B AR I i
X FRERIANIE , A3 R AR AL (concurrent validity) FIF 505
(predictive validity), P& ¥ PASMERFRIE (external indicator) 52 Hf,
G oA I 55 A 0 35 Al 25 1 R 2 Ry T Y B BE AT B, 3K
LeRUE A A L, RN Z AL A S BRI SR BRI YE (352
FHusEE LLNA),

RARTTE, X L8R 20 A DA B2 A o< UE 5 B Wi 475 LA Weir (2005)

vi
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AOHESL S B mlt, A =DJ7EA R T H5E (a prior) ¥, ME=4
DI RS (a posteriori) RGEE, HiIJE LA R SE MG VEVEE Jy o 5t
M, BIZRIME G, 4%, WS, WAL, FERUEE e
T AR A5 JE AR DL

BeAh, 25 1 Bl EEAA T M REZ IR BEFL (3%
HEWHESRE LIME12), FERERUH TX—RIE X P 5EN
A RE ) HAR S (RCME S M S ZHEZL) (Common European
Framework of Reference, DA TFfHi#K CEFR) BRI EEH M.

F2% FHAME H2ERMETHERE. FETES | HITRIE
ZRRY BT BB T2 AR AR Y E ORI 3 2R 75 ¥ . DAFEAEE I 07 THI Y
WHCAVIAR, TEETRIL, SCRRBTSTRY], FAERMER, it 1t
SEFEER GRS R —E R, CERIE SR A S
WG X PR H S (differential item functioning), Bf)5, 1F
FHAE O’Sullivan (2000) FFFTHYELAS I, $EHRHEH AR FHE R BES X B R
MR 1 M R JLAS D7 T, BB 3R (physical/physiological ) |
DFEEZE (psychological) DAL U2 (experiential ), 3% 2675 [ 1A
FOR BRI BUL T LR, Rk B S B 580 2 P
T ARE AN R 2 A T A T B0 3 R 2R S T R A R LS ) F K
oy WX —F B RN AR . B, R 5 A R T
RIS B8 i R i 4 75 45 07 ST ARG 20, IR A% I 184S B A7
TE )

BT, EEILR TR, i, SRy HilEis
WO A B BRI 25 A MO — e R e HE, REEE AT (dyslexia) A
HAER G MR ARSI, XE AR E & SF AR
MRS, PAMCBRAIEE A A, R A s, HE,
TEXT 35 Rty N LR SRR & A R A B X — R B, A sk

vii
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UEWF ST % BP0 A 5 IE W H A RS — B A E B E R,
X% R AR B —EME N . 3Ln, TEE AN F il p) A%
REE, SIMRFEINERSRA RFFERY, BAEXTTENRER
PEREFAK BRSNS EE A REER, JE—ERE L
PRUE T ULE BME R, XS0 @ M E AR AR DA FERE S
RARMEATHY, X EARHEX — R AL T2 1 281IE,

%3% UL B 3EBESINNSUERI. EE IR
INFIRE M AE S, BRI “E AR A DA R0 803 A 1l 5 HAE S A
5 50 rp Al KA AR, B E S AR I e S VR A 55 1A A RE 1Y
WEE” (WABE 39 0), EX—E LT, 1EERTHY Weir (2005)
At E—INAIHESE S, 8% T Hayes & Flower (1980) il Field (2004,
2005) A FANFBFFERBUR,, $8 I AR IR A KRR AT DA = A
GYEH B AT RO AR, BIFG S (planning) | %4k (translating) FIkS
% (reviewing),

i By B A R SR 41 4 2 WA JL (macro-planning) | 2H 41
(organisation) FIfALAE (micro-planning) =N, ZEWA B 2
R BB AR BIERAS B R NS, WSOk, #eie, Binss, 4
ST 2 AL R S5 R AR, A0 70-3E T 2E SANREGE . U
e REL DU B AnARTRF 5 28 N 25 TR B 6 Z TR A B v N R U LR . 5
B AR R e b g A LSS R AR I OB S . HarBifiE
XA tdzE (monitoring) FIEER (revising), 4% 7EHL Al T2 F5 %]
PEE . bR mUFITER IR0 S 0 i ds, T E = 023 T D) 2 4 0 5 A R I A
WA RS I, BUCRTE MR TS, W, Al mANE
ST BRI SE .

EEAEATRWRREL T ESER KNS, il S
FHMARFEREE, 80 AEES ELRE P RS kA mR A

viii
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(knowledge telling) FYiFAE, 5% W 2 REARF A (knowledge
transforming) PRI,

HI T AR A G W, AR 2SI AR B R A, TR,
VEBE LGOI RV REEIR, DAFFEEIRYY (exam syllabus) #1753
i (exam report), BIE B 5075 @ 78 FL 52 AR 1 v AR I B0 R P48
773, 18R T EN S RV E R SRR RUE . m—MIrIA
J& T SCHER 73 H (document analysis) , M i K400 5 A 72 A A 022
KRB BRI s JF—F OB NE T2 ZHWr (expert
judgment), Zik% B RILIR G IEAL S5 H A WG T G AR 3 Ay I
JE, XX TN EOGBRR BEE, WDAEEAER 3 BNE, %R
VG T S 2 9 SR 2 4 O 7] 5 AR A 55 i 55 90 B R AR Bl A

4% FBBE HARTBEMATIERSTEEMR, 7F
FHiNH, “MERESEERIEESIFEF IR ARNES A EE
KAEXR, WEMRGET IS RITERFIEA X" (WAL 73
). B, HEMRIERUERAE ] A=A 05 I, BIES
3K (linguistic demands) . {F45i%3T (setting: task) Fljiti% ¥f 45 (setting:
administration) , 3 n[ELE 4.1 ZHAKRR I, HTATED K
IR, AR R RPN ENE AR 28 TR R PR RUR 20K,
FHE—HR, BRI TSN RIS E B XIS T5 T S 4

B EORUE SIS M AR LA EE, BEmNE, 55%
SR S Al % R (lexical resources) ., %454 % (structural resources) |
TEERLR, (discourse mode) . FHEEWEIE (functional resources) DA f N2
AR (content knowledge), 1EE LM T IXLIEF Z RN MG, &
i B 2GR T S A R S S X — T A 25 E, e,
FIEREM S, SRy HIE RS # T8N H G0 TERHE,
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el A LIS B E R fir il B ARG, IOk b 2025 A m TRl R
TN, ST A S TR SR YN n) HEBE A TRL FE ' R AR, 3
n, JE SRR AR E A TR R 2, AR (R 0 Y A R
EERIARGNE R E R,

EHSFITMENNERZ, BIEEE 7 (response format) | 2%
i H /) (purpose). FF 4> Fx #E 51 38 (knowledge of criteria) , X &
(weighting) . CARK E (text length) . BF[EIFR | (time constraints) il
fEE—5# KA (writer-reader relationship) %%, H A A2 7 H{EG
BEEZH, L, SRS EIEE XN EENHY S 8B T %50
Bt 1) 5 AE 3L [A AR ifE (Common Scale for Writing), *Ff R 5 E 1) 5
VERE I TE R MU FiR 2525 LE MUHABAE K T7 . 5 — e W @ AR —ie &
Ao BRI H R G IEREZ R AR, AT R XX %
AT A E AR R BB — e KR (N7 AR S 1 28 25 1A i 26
i) . WHEBAEREN IS BRI T EAE LA,

W E i G, X5 HEMR—8% 5 NEME, WRFET
#3R (physical conditions) . Jifi#% 4t —*: (uniformity of administration)
%24 (security) 45,

F5% o E WSEERERTWSME, EEREL, I
SRR A VAR ZEIEN A 70 M2 —, HrSERTE
PRI i & A3, AL FE P2 AR (criteria/rating scale) . PF 73 5
5 fiE (rater characteristics), #F 4> #f & (rating process). ¥ 4> &5 4
(rating conditions) ., ¥4 Fi}5i)l| (rater training) . %54 1E (post-exam
adjustment) | 7#(#45 (grading and awarding) %5,

PR B R PP R B RE AR I . A2 TR BB 5 A 56 PP AR E Y 2
Ka, BAEWAREGIBITE, WH T 9IRS 50E % 152 AT it & 5 1
SR B ofiE, A2 SORE B S MR PR AR AT . B SURFAE U9 R oy
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PR, DMK FER R, XL E R PR A T AR Rk R
7=, QKM R0, IR m R P R EE R R, By
FERA R AT 20 7= A, ELan, AR 48 25 F W 0 PR A
FPP AR S SRR J7 AORTE, W] 23 o R U 3523k (principled
two-scan approach) | 435 T 3275 (pragmatic two-scan approach), 4
s 8 B2 V5 (read through approach) Fl % 47 47 4> ¥ (provisional mark
approach) PURH >, PE5M 4 FH LIS IOIERIRSE, 5/ IR i,

TEEEATE T TRABIEH TV SO — 407y, Rl
se TE WA PRAE T 7 51 (8] 45 B (inter-rater reliability) FI9¥ 53 53 Y15 B2
(intra-rater reliability) J7 T HY25 5, B2 WA 1EFT 5 D 2] 5 1EMF
o ORI BT SRR

VEE ETHE T 5 Ja SR - Bl & e, @ geit F B, Fef]]
PAMEAEPE 2 PP RO SR LE R AT 20, N — 28T SRR TS DU DMEB IE
Fean, 1EE 52 M A 2 )2 1 Rasch A4 75 3R] DA% ILPFE 2 514T 2014
AR REM—ErE, PEmX BT AR, 3, Wl AR B,
XV BRI AR AR Hh B AR e

KRB JFIEL T TREGHES MBI EGEE LA R,
Z WILIERT T35 MAE PP 25 R B R O R R R E W E R
BLAk, AEE BT VRBP4 7 XA K 8 ShvE o i 50 4%
T7 30, X LEE R R A E VEPE 2 . PRUEDE (5 BEFI R 7= A T
UEOE2R

FoF JERAMA TEH6E, (FEEERETEMKL SR
RO, TEMPEA KR B FESCI G, (E# R m T A ="
KRR EGAEZ AW ERORE, RIS AR PR 5 5O 3 v 9 3k .
(washback on individuals in classroom/workplace) . XA FIfE 2B 5200

2 TR, AFENXETr ONE— R, SE SRR 198-199 1,

Xi
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(impact on institutions and society) DA SAt 463549 i (avoidance of
test bias)

AR FEARE T O R EEE R — S A, R A A
KIGROREER) )R, Hen, iR 800 4 5 MOT A 520 ? BOTE
Z R E Rt AR i, (i) &R st i) i
a2 AR AEAL S AU o BN AT BEARAT? 3Lan, 253X AN ) 1 1]
ANFBRE, AFEZEES SRS LR A L7 X LT A K
FA SRR 5 BO8E AT 1 2HIE,

% 7% AR T EEEFEIREUE, EEEETINT
Weir (2005) #95&E SC, B0 AR A0 J& — o B M B Y 2% J5 B ik AU
FEW R0 5 ANEARERY A KRR, — M=, AR ] o 3
BRI R BE , AL TR B 5 4 B R AR () SR AR e, HoAR B s
W R R E R, (FEHEEAN=A07HER TS5 ENH R RAREUE,
B3R Ay AT U (cross-test comparability) . [A] — 25 34 [F] A B9 HE
% (comparison with different versions of the same test) DA 5 4MNHhr1E
HIHE  (comparison with external standards) ,

W5 IR AT Lot ) b, 2T R 0% a2 R FE M B 4 O T
HIANTR], e — Tl B SN AR PR R AR R RS 52, XA B il &2
o MEEILHR TR FIXE A2 IR — RIS AR, 36
FHIXAF5 CEFR X%, 15 7.2 FE 7.3 f4i R, mts 1
EORUL, B GEILFEARE, AE IR 5 RS20 ] DA 5E—
R R (AT SHE 74), EEEEWL, B TRIER—%id
TERF A EREATRERE, A RBFFE A LIS & P HIR (checklist)
PAR VS iM% (rater observation) 2575 5% —% Z & /FAT 1 FI U
PAZEIE, )m, ARFEIWTIS T 5N IR S ERAR HE M B0 25 5 DA K Mo e
FEh R B E AL B Ty TH,

Xii
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8% B AFEERX—EPEIREHF] Weir (2005) ffta—
IR, FEXFILdEAT iFid, FESLEA b, AR T A ESHER 7N
NROEA R, B — Y0 [l 5T L8R AN A SE, R — 2
4 e ARSER R IRV B SR i T
=. FRER

S B A PR BN, ARG AT = AT AL

B, ERMPFEERILET Weir (2005) Frii itk &—Am
R, XL BRI TP KRN E ., SEEERE AT
ZHIAN Y e T B 1R A KAt e — I IR AL Y 2 B A R A R,
Foxt H R RIEG BT T M. TR MR B A S S B S YR
BEN

B, RGO RS IGES KA RO, R T
Hpyaesy, FETER A aT, E el WA Ba s A, B
W IR, BLE R Al e BE A AL LS B AT IR R S W E R
ZESt. A, TEPEARBROREILOIN, SN0 7RSS ELK .

F=, EPNATIHRFEZFIRZ RASRSESEENBEE. N
SRR ARS8 5 B XU RN A DA KRG — Y
— W RIE R, EBOEEE AR,

i B8,

2019 % 12 A
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