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The Developmental Trend of Open-Ended Assessment Based
on Reliability Research of Writing Tests:
A Perspective of Generalizability Theory

FUNG Shui-Lung & ZHU Yu

(' Beijing Normal University-Hong Kong Baptist University United International College,
Zhuhai 519085, China;
Overseas Education College, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361102, China)

Abstract ; Subjective test has a long history, a strong vitality, and a prosperous future. Meanwhile, its
low reliability, considered as its ‘chronic disease’ , has been disturbing practitioners and researchers in
the field of educational measurement. This paper reviewed the three major schools of reliability theory,
and clarified that Generalizability Theory is a forward — looking theory which can offer approaches of im-
provements based on estimates of variance components of various effects potentially lowering the reliability
of a test. Implications to the development of subjective tests were briefly discussed based on a literature
review of writing assessment studies from the perspective of Generalizability Theory.

Key words:subjective test; reliability; Generalizability Theory; writing study
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