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Niklas Luhmann

Information;
information Mitteilung;
utterance/announcement

Verstehen; understanding

Selbstreferenz; self-reference
Doppelte Kontingenz;
double contingency
Differenz von System
und Umwelt; difference between system
and environment

Language  ability  structure and
Chapelle’s (1999) construct definition
and interpretation: Findings from the
reanalysis of multitrait-multimethod
studies
Yo In*nami (Toyohashi University of Technology)
Rie Koizumi (Tokiwa University)
Innami and  Koizumi  quantitatively
synthesized previous MTMM
multitrait-multimethod studies based on
Chapelle’s (1999) three perspectives toward
construct definition and interpretation to
determine whether test performance would
be attributable to trait only, context only, or
both trait and context. They conducted an
extensive literature search including



databases, reviewing books and journals,
and communicating with other research
studies, and carried out confirmatory factor
analyses to estimate 10 rival models for
each MTMM matrix, each of them being
evaluated using the overall fit of the model
with the observed data. The presenters
summarized the findings in a way in which
it was very easy to follow even for novice
researchers in the field. Within a limited
time, a number of questions were raised,
and lively and constructive discussions
ensued.

Yoshinori Watanabe (Sophia University)
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Creating valid in-house can-do
descriptors for a listening course
Tomoko Fujita (Tokai University)
This research shows the attempt to create
can-do descriptors for a listening course at a
university, and to conduct validity analyses
through the comparison of the can-do
results and the data of other paper tests :

General Proficiency Test and Listening
Final Test. Based on CEFR, the European

Language Portfolio, City & Guilds
(International English
Qualifications), TOEIC, and STEP, the

author develops two sets of 28 can-do

descriptors for the basic, intermediate and

advanced level students. The first set

(Can-do 1) was given in April and the

second set (Can-do 2) was given in July,

2008, and the results were analyzed using

IRT 1 parameter.

The research questions the author sets for
this study are as follows:

- Difference between Can-do 1 &
Can-do 2?

Relationships between Can-do (1 & 2)
and other English paper tests?
Differences between Advanced,
Intermediate, and Basic level?
IRT analyses are useful? — defining
level of each can-do descriptor

1. The IRT analysis of the can-do results
shows the value offof Can-do 2 is
better than that of Can-do 1 in all the
levels.

2. Correlation between 6 values of Can-do
1&2 and of General Proficiency Test is
observed; the value is between .275
and .329. Correlation is a little stronger
when Can-do 2 and Listening Test are
compared.

3. As for the difference between the levels,
the improvement of Can-do 26 of the
basic level is the greatest. In addition,
Can-do 2 6 of the basic level correlates
with  Listening paper tests more
strongly than advanced level.

4. The results of IRT analyses define the
difficulty level of each can-do
descriptor such as the most difficult
item 27, whose ID is analyzed as
2.01231.

Some future implications, such as

improvements of wording and inclusion of

the experience factor, are also given in the
end.

Yukie Koyama (Nagoya Institute of Technology)
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Estimating reading test task difficulty:
Will a check sheet help?
Randy Thrasher (okinawa Christian University)
Prof. Thrasher discussed the feasibility of
using a check sheet to estimate the
difficulty of a reading passage together with
the questions used to determine the level of
comprehension of the passage. In the light
of variables that affect the nature of reading,
in order to improve difficulty estimates, we
need to include what Alderson calls reader
variables as well as what he calls text
variables in our estimates and consider both
the text and the devices used to measure
comprehension in our calculation. Prof.
Thrasher also focused on a Relevance
Theoretic perspective on reading task
difficulty and claimed that instead of
dividing text wvariables from reader
variables, as Alderson does, we can look at
language variables and the variables
involved in the inferential aspect of
communication. He presented the features
of both the text and the questions he had
asked his English-teaching colleagues and
graduate students about. What he has
learned so far is that (1) Estimating
difficulty is far more complicated than he
realized. (2) The attempt to develop a way
to estimate difficulty is a very useful
exercise. (3)Training is required to use the
check sheet (probably any check sheet) well.
(4) No check sheet will be able to overcome
the problem of individual differences in
what test takers bring to the test task.

( )

Comparison of Keyword-assisted,
Practiced, and Impromptu Performances
on an Oral Summary Classroom Test: A
Pilot Study

Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University)
The purpose of the present study is to

compare student oral summary (story
retelling)  performance  under three
conditions, keyword-assisted, practiced,

and impromptu, and to examine the role of
practice and the issue of transferability in
classroom test performance. Thirty-one
university students in an EFL classroom
participated in the study. All of them took a
standardized speaking test (TSST) before
the classroom test. The participants were
assigned two passages randomly chosen
from three prepared passages. They were
instructed to give an oral summary for one
passage with keywords that they had
chosen, but were required to practice for
both passages. They were also given an
additional passage to summarize on the spot.
During the test session, the students orally
summarized these three passages: the first
passage, randomly chosen on the spot, with
their prepared keywords at hand; the second
passage they had practiced, whose prepared
keyword list was withheld at the time of
testing; and the third passage, given on the
spot with no keyword assistance allowed.
The results were analyzed through Rasch
analyses for estimating performance and an
ANOVA (condition x ability (TSST)) for
testing differences in performance. Three
trained raters rated the performances using
a three-item rating scale (fluency, accuracy,
and content). The results indicated that the
three performances differed, but the
difference between the keyword-assisted
and practiced conditions was much smaller
than the differences between these
conditions and the impromptu condition.

A comparison of speech samples of
monologic tasks in speaking tests
between computer-delivered and
face-to-face modes
Yujia Zhou (Graduate School of Tokyo
University of Foreign Studies)
The last few years have witnessed a
growing interest in applying computer
technology to the delivery of speaking tests.
Despite concerns over delivery mode of
computer on examinees' performance (e.g.,
Chapelle, 2003; Alderson, 2004; Chapelle
& Dougals, 2006), little is yet known about
whether and in what way examinees' oral
performance differs when talking to a



computer from that when facing an
interviewer. The present study thus
addressed this issue by comparing speech
samples in the computer-delivered and
face-to-face modes with a focus on
linguistic performance of monologic tasks.
This study also examined the interactions
between test modes and examinees'
proficiency level. Seventy-nine Japanese
EFL students took two speaking tests across
modes. Examinees' speech samples were
then compared on a range of measures for
fluency, accuracy, and complexity. Results
indicated a significant but mixed effect of
test mode only on fluency: examinees used
more dysfluent words in face-to-face mode
but more fillers in computer mode. Further,
the effects of test mode on oral performance
were not found to relate to examinees' oral
proficiency. Implications for language
assessment and second language acquisition
research will be discussed, and directions
for future studies will be offered in the
presentation.
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Examining an EFL writing rubric for
classroom use
Masaki Michiko(osaka International University)
OtOShi Junko (Gunma Prefectural Women's University)
Kuru Yukiko (Aichi Medical University)
While such writing rubrics as the ESL
Composition Profile and the TOEFL
writing scoring guide are well-known,
rubrics still do not seem popular for
classroom use in Japan. Recognizing the
need for a user-friendly rubric designed to
work at higher education classroom in
Japan, we developed a rubric of our own,
which consists of five dimensions and four
levels and has descriptors for each level of
each dimension both in English and
Japanese (Nishijima, Hayashi, Masaki,
Kinshi, & Kuru, 2007). Using threshold
loss agreement indices, we verified the
reliability of the rubric for small samples
of college student writings (Kuru, Masaki,
& Kinshi, 2007). In this study, we first
examine the reliability of our rubric for
larger samples of college student writings,
using the data from writing classes at a
public university in Kanto region, where
eighty-three international communication
majored students wrote timed essays on a
TOEFL Writing Essay prompt. Two
instructors and the students rated the
essays using our writing rubric and the
TOEFL scoring guide, respectively. To
see the attitudes toward our rubric, we also
conducted a questionnaire to the students.
Using the same data, then we see the
correlation between the assessments with
our rubric and those with the TOEFL
scoring guide as well as the correlation
between the student self-assessments and
the instructor s assessments. Based on
the features of our rubric that such
analyses will clarify, we finally discuss the

effective use of our rubric as well as its
revision ideas.
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Text length and language for recall:
Their influence on L2 listening
test-taking strategies
Hideki Sakai (Shinshu University)

Professor Sakai’s presentation was on the
effects of language of recall (L1 in the free
written recall test versus L2 in the dictation
test) and text length (text with short
segments versus text with long segments
being played at one time) on test takers’ L2
listening strategies. Thirty-eight Japanese
EFL students were made to listen to a text
with long segments and answer a 26-item,
6-point scale questionnaire designed to
measure listening test-taking strategies.
They were also required to listen to a text
with short segments and answer the same
questionnaire. Half of the participants were
requested to respond in their L1, and the
other half were requested to respond in their
L2. The results showed that text length
exerted a greater influence on listening
test-taking strategies than did language in
which material was recalled. Further, the
dictation that had a text with long segments
elicited a wide range of strategies.

The audience had several questions and
suggestions. One suggestion was to group

-10-

the responses to questionnaire items
designed to measure the same test-taking
strategy (e.g., guessing, planning) rather
than interpret the responses to each
questionnaire item. The presenter agreed
with this suggestion. A question that was
asked  pertained to  whether  the
questionnaire items were based on the
literature on test-taking strategies in general
or on test-taking strategies in listening. The
presenter’s response was the latter. Another
question concerned whether there were
differences in strategy use between
test-takers who performed well and those
who performed poorly in the test(s). The
presenter stated that this would be a
direction for future research to pursue. By
and large, the presentation was very well
received, and the question and answer
session proved insightful.

Yo In’nami (Toyohashi University of Technology)
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ESL vs. EFL in terms of learning
difficulty of implicit and explicit
knowledge
Kazuyuki Shite (Tokyo University of
Social Welfare)
The paper aims to investigate whether
some grammatical structures are easy in
terms of implicit knowledge but difficult in
terms of explicit knowledge or vice versa
for Japanese EFL learners, in comparison
with Ellis” (2006) findings based on an ESL
setting. A questionnaire and four tests were
administered to 57 Japanese learners of
English from two universities. The tests
employed were timed GJT (grammatical
judgment test), untimed GJT, META
(metalinguistic knowledge test) and OIT
(oral imitation test). A principal component
analysis was performed and two
components were extracted, as in Ellis
(ibid): one (implicit knowledge) for OIT
and timed GJT and the other (explicit
knowledge) for untimed GJT and META.
The difference in mean percentage score
between the tests for the first component
and those for the second component was
computed. Ten structures (out of seventeen)
were found easy in explicit knowledge and
difficult in implicit knowledge, with a 20
percentage point difference or more, two
others showing the opposite relationship. It
was concluded that the tests measured the
learners’ implicit and explicit knowledge
separately regardless of the ESL/EFL
difference while Japanese EFL learners
seemed to have developed explicit
knowledge more than implicit knowledge.
A major pedagogical implication is that
teachers may be able to pinpoint students’
strengths and weakness in terms of implicit
and explicit knowledge of grammatical
structures by using such tests before and
after classroom instruction. Some questions
from the floor address the validity of PCA
in the confirmatory analysis of two
pre-posited constructs and no others.
Ken Norizuki (Shizuoka Sangyo University)
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Plenary Speech: Defining, Setting and
Validating Standards in Language
Testing.

Tony Green (University of Bedfordshire)

Dr Green outlined some of the ways in
which the word ‘standard’ is used by
language testers. These include the
process of determining cut scores through
standard setting, quality standards (such as
the JLTA code of practice) and the notion
of a standard language as a target for
learning. Dr Green focussed on the
implications of these interpretations of
‘standard’ for the use of frameworks such
as the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR). He
described how, in the interests of the
standardisation of qualifications across
borders and across settings, organisations
are coming under increasing pressure to
relate local schemes to such
frameworks. However, relating tests to a
CEFR level may serve to obscure important
differences between tests: differences of
purpose, content and quality. He argued
that the key benefits of using a framework
such as the CEFR may derive from
engaging in the suggested processes of
specification rather than in making claims
of  equivalence. These  processes
encourage test developers to reflect on test
purpose and to communicate more



effectively with test takers and score
users. He described how a collaborative
programme of research — the English
Profile — aims to provide reference level
descriptions for English that will facilitate
such processes for users of the CEFR.

Dr Green’s speech touched upon the
substance of CEFR and served to educate
the audience about its aims. This was
particularly useful since Dr. Green is
obviously well versed in the goals of CEFR,
having carried out significant research in
the field for some time.

Tomoko Fujita (Tokai University)

Symposium
Setting and Validating Standards on
Language Tests
Coordinator:
Tomoko Fujita (Tokai University
Panelist:
Michiko Nakano (Waseda University)
Discussant:
Tony Green (University of Bedfordshire)
Tomoko Fujita (Tokai University

The symposium was concentrated
mainly on a practical use of CEFR and
Can-Do statements. First, Prof. Michiko
Nakano introduced the Tutorial English
Program of Waseda University with the
application of CEFR levels to the
curriculum. This trial was based on the
principle that educational reforms change
simultaneously with digitalization and
globalization. The Tutorial Program
therefore aims at the important educational

-15-

achievement in creating independent
learners, problem solvers, and practical
language users in the IT and global society.
The accurate survey and the IRT analysis
were conducted to establish the Tutorial
Program. What can be seen in the
experiment is that there has been gradual
appearance of learners’ needs to have the
learning environment for self-reflection as
well as to improve learners’ communicative
competence in particular contexts. In this
sense, as Prof. Nakano described, CEFR
could be a helpful scheme to provide both
learners and teachers with practical
guidelines for what level the learners pass
through and what to do next.

Next, Prof. Tomoko Fujita’s
presentation addressed the validation of
placement test (PLT) for Can-Do
statements (CDS). In order to make the
placement system meaningful, Prof. Fujita
laid particular stress on the content analysis,
which is relevant to course objectives and
learners’ achievements of goals. Prof. Fujita
also emphasized that learning is embodied
in frameworks that relate constructs to
contexts, and operationalized in test
specifications that articulate purpose in
practice. The quantitative analyses were
performed to examine the extent to which
the learners show their abilities in the
contents based on the in-house CDS,
showing that there is sufficient validity of
developing the relationship between PLT
and CDS. Fitting the appropriate test items
into each level of the CDS may not be an
easy task, but Prof. Fujita suggests that
setting content standards for learners
constructs an essential step to meet the
future needs of language learning.

Last, Prof. Tony Green highlighted
the important points of CEFR and CDS.
Prof. Green pointed out that CEFR and
CDS should be seen as a series of



guidelines from which tests or teaching
methods and materials can be built to suit
specific contextualized needs. Regarding
the relations with tests, in the CEFR, there
is less concrete suggestion of linkage
between particular task types and testing
situations; yet the CEFR can still be useful
as a heuristic that allows for creative
development of test specifications. Prof.
Green laid emphasis on the belief that the
focus of CEFR and CDS is largely on
matters of process, such as meaningful
learner development or diagnostic
application, rather than those of product.
After the presentations, through the
active discussions with the audience, all the
three presenters clearly expressed their
common idea that CEFR profile becomes
an effective indicator of developing better
learning and teaching guidelines. The
discussions made us realize the importance
of “standard setting,” by which we need to
make decisions about whether learners have
the language and communication abilities
necessary to undertake particular activities.
Kei Miyazaki (Keio Gijuku High School)
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Communicative Language
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The JLTA office would be grateful if you could update us on your recent achievements
relevant to the field of language testing and evaluation. Any information on your
presentations, publications, awards, and so forth would be greatly appreciated. The relevance
of the information will be evaluated by the office and given in the newsletter in due course.
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