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WWINbOEEET T MEEA LRLTLE-EDL, TOBMED BAETIX MBEhIX
EEEIPRBREZEBELCRELELDOTHIN, ZNTRANDERZELAE L LW X,
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[1] Approaches to the Validation of Language Tests for College

Admissions

S.J. Ross (Kwansei Gakuin University)

As Japan’s population of high school graduates continues to decline, universities and colleges
are increasingly considering innovative alternatives to conventional testing for college
admissions. Like never before, opportunities for using alternative assessments in ‘high stakes’
language testing have become increasingly frequent. The validity consequences of alternative
admissions, however, have not been widely examined.

This paper presents a comparative post-matriculation analysis of undergraduates admitted via
conventional competitive exams and by the recommendation of high school teachers. The
comparisons are based on eventual growth in EFL proficiency and grade point average changes
over eight required foreign language courses. The validity of admissions decisions, it will be
argued, can be based on three criteria after admissions are made: a) absolute differences in
proficiency growth accruing from language instruction, as well as the maintenance of grade
point averages; b) the impact of language proficiency and achievement motivation on success in
subsequent English-medium content courses; ¢) continued self-selection of undergraduates into
English-medium content courses. For comparisons of long term growth in criterion a, latent
growth curves are fit for each subset of the 938 undergraduates sampled. The issue of the
relative impact of proficiency versus achievement in criterion b is addressed with the use of
covariance structure analysis.

Results of the growth and impact analyses suggest that admissions based solely on the
competitive examinations may yield undergraduates with higher starting proficiency which may
not convert itself into subsequent achievement. Recommended students, in contrast, show
strong growth slopes in proficiency and maintain steady levels of achievement.
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[2] Applying Rasch Measurement to Entrance Exams

Eton Churchill (Kanagawa University)
David Aline (Kanagawa University)

While one of the most important milestones faced by Japanese leamers of English is the
university entrance exam, analysis on these exams is seldom performed and even less frequently
reported. In this presentation, we share how we are using Rasch Measurement Theory in a post
hoc analysis to evaluate exam reliability and item fit, discrimination and difficulty. We first
present the persons map of examinee ability on item difficulty of our zenki (February) 2003
Entrance Exam (3,968 examinees) and discuss the overall difficulty and reliability of our exam.
We then compare the performance of specific item types (e.g., reading comprehension,
contextualized vocabulary matching and isolated grammar completion) focusing on comparative
difficulty, item fit and discrimination. We demonstrate how Rasch can be used to identify
problematic items, discuss factors that may be affecting item performance and present our
recommendations for future test writers. To supplement our discussion, we draw on analysis of
our 2003 koki (March) Entrance Exam (1,892 examinees). Finally, we share how, within the
constraints imposed by the exam writing process (e.g., no piloting, no item banking), we are
using our analysis to make better informed decisions about item types and overall test difficulty.
In conclusion, we suggest that post hoc Rasch analysis can be used to incrementally improve the
validity of entrance exams in Japan.
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[3] Reasons for “Saying No” to Peer Assessment of EFL Presentations

Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University)

A number of studies that have been conducted in both general education (Falchikov &
Goldfinch, 2000)and psychology (Fletcher & Baldry, 1999) including L2 fields (e.g., Patri,
2002; Saito & Fujita, 2004) in general lend support for psychometric validity of peer assessment.
Concemning student reactions, studies reported both positive and negative reactions to peer
assessment and peer review of writing (e.g., Amores, 1997; Cheng & Warren, 1997). Hardly
known is what leads students to feeling negative about peer assessment, however.

The present study examines factors that influence student negative reactions to peer assessment
of EFL presentations. One hundred one university students in Japan received instructions on
presentation skills, gave presentations, assessed peer performance, received feedbacks, and
filled in a questionnaire on which students indicated their attitude towards peer assessment.
~ Based on the results of the questionnaire, sixteen students who reacted negatively to the
questionnaire were interviewed by two trained graduate students.

Interview data were all transcribed and qualitatively analyzed. Two critical concepts emerged
from the analysis: students as poor disciples, who committed rating errors, knowing their own
biases and looseness in rating, and the teacher as the master, who are knowledgeable and only
ones whom they can trust as far as grading is concerned. Although students understood the
benefits of assessing peer performance, various extemal (e.g., traditional roles) and internal
attributes (e.g., lack of experience) seem to mitigate their acceptance of assessing peers.
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[4] Aspiration Factors Affecting TOEIC Score Gains: Influences of

the Peer Group

Yoko Kozaki  (Part-time Lecturer, Mukogawa Women's Univ.)
S.J. Ross (Kwansei GakuinUniv.)

Sumie Matsuno (Part-time Lecturer, Nagoya Univ.)

As growing importance has been placed on English proficiency for career development,
career-related aspiration may be becoming one factor that influences college learners’ motive to
pursue study of language. In this study, we investigated not only the influence of learners’ own
aspiration but also that of their peers’ normative attributes on this construct on the L2
proficiency gains. With learners’ own aspiration being conceptualized as an individual
difference factor and their perceptions of their peers” normative aspiration as a contextual factor,
we looked into how these two factors interact with each other, especially in ways to influence
learners” L2 proficiency gains. As such, we generated the following two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Learners’ aspiration directly and uniquely predicts their L2 proficiency gains.
Hypothesis 2: Learners’ perceptions of their peers’ aspiration influence their own aspiration,
which in turn lead to their L2 proficiency gains.

The 915 participants were students of three colleges in Japan, which showed different growth in
L2 proficiency. The L2 proficiency was measured by TOEIC/Bridge Test in a pre-instruction,
post-instruction design. The aspiration constructs were operationalized by the participants’
responses to survey items. Structural equation models were used to examine the significance of
the latent variable paths specified for the above hypotheses and to test the model fit.
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[5] Can-do-statement =33} 5 EREDOERHRREIZ OV T
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LRETEZ) MERITED] LWIFERERENEL TV B3O THE
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AW T, BE (FIRIT) CRE LFERERICIT 2MROF G H k% = L7-%

2, EROBEEIT5, F7, Can-do-statement \Zxf L THMER IRT /%175 2 & ¢
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il RF (RREXZERER B4 )

H 485 Can-do-statements i%, B AR NRBROZ UM LRI T - D DAMEREL LT,
AR INIHEHEHRICL D, BABENOFMBRETHS, MFite) (&L 154

A< DAKRBIZHEE 1S HB, 28T 60 HEOEMM» BRSNS, BOIFh

(2003) Ti%. T BAFE Can-do-statements (=5 L C, HBSEHBD 2 ERMEF L5
BRALT, 1) Fuva - ®BFLE2RTAF - uPRTF 4 v 7 « EFAOHE. 2)
REZSENZHARSEORHORG. 3) 72 MERBIC L 2BIEHBEDOTE. 4)
IRT $PEREEME & RERDOBMMER S L OBREORN. 6) PESREESEM L &E
AREEEEAOM T DIF AR 2RE LEEREATR L, AR, 7TBRIERET
—FOERE 2T L2, FOEFAALTIRT REZBR L-BEIC. RE
DREHOFREICEOBREHREL L= 5T >WTHRETT 3, Bzt 1) 23
TAEOVRT 497 - FTFTNEBRBRISEFAVBICBABEAET N EOHE. 2)
TR MEBBRICLDREMMBEECHEDLE, 3) REZEFNLOHEREMEOHE:.
4) IRCCC Iz L 2HAMNADFM., 5) IRT ZEBEFNIZL D DIF OB, Z¥T
HD, FAIED (2003) OFEFLEOE T, BMKAYIZ B AT Can-do-statements D R EEHE
FRIZAW B DIZEE 72 IRT EFNVERET B,
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Samejima (1969) DEMERIGET VIIBEMICERAL-HBER, IBAGEAEE85 L
KEBARLICEATIHEBRGETNLD 1 D Th b, BRERISEFVOERB B4 it
BHEBECL>THUT S HEL LT, HHBMORBHEH 2 AV 5 Mean & Mean
. Mean & Sigma . F7-. Baker (1993a) DT R MEtEMBREZFIA T3 ikl &8
HB, F7=, Baker (1993b) IFFHEHEFZRLTWARWVWA, HEARGHT IV 44 ths
ERRATIHEZRBEBL WS, L2AT, F 1 ORE/EZMF 2 OREM~ZT
DT-DOREOMEME . M+ 2 OREMAEMF 1 ODREM~ET B -DOFREOH
L OMIC—BOBRNRH S & &, HEMITHFHMELEEF S, Baker (1993a,1993b)
DIFE & D HGRIROHE BB IT A FME &2 57272, & Z TARE L. Baker (1993a,1993b)
DT EEZFREOWEMP AL E O LI ICES L, S 6ICE AR AV T
B EHET I HEZ2RBRLC.EFOHEZED THERORE S B ER L@
LT L7,
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W77 Tk, 1997 FICACTF L L3R TS S T(Standard Speaking Test) &\ A >
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RUMRIEEEZITOD. T-SST2 6 HHDEZXREILTFAMISSTa—Z LM
BoF 747 247V, OSEEAEHINC, R—X, 74 5—, #YEL., BETENE
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ZOBREBRE LV,
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1. HFEBEH

AL, L1 & L2OAVENVEFVaVRNIZBWTHER DX S5 IZRETHONWT
WEHEVD semantic clustering DRIEEZE D, AN VXL avOlE (A
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(word association tests) ZMV % Z &AL\ (eg., Kruse, Pankhurst, & Sharwood Smith,
1987; Schur, 2003; Wilks & Meara, 2002; Wolter, 1999), L2>L, 4 O#IEZicxt+ 3K
ISEDORMEROIWEEAR LT HHERET X MI, AV F AL XL a L N CHER
BB UDEDH LIZED X 572 clusters ZTURR LTV B2 & WS BIEEICA X BI0i,
VP LHE LTV, AR, M REHELESTRELZHAVWT. LI & L2002
Y ENW L F a0 semantic clustering DR EZ AL NTTBE - L2 BRL T 5,

2. ik .

(1) BRRE - AAAZGRRERE (LR L ~L) (NNSs) 28 4 36 X USEEE I EZE 255 (NSs) 28

Z2 ,

(2) #R%8 : [JACET List of 8000 Basic Words/ Level 1 X U fE{ESICHIEH L7~ S0 B3R
MEINENI—FICHRIL, Zh b2 BERECHINEIIEWROT LY L
(27 N—7 (cluster) 5317 LTH B o7z, BT B 7V — 7 0%k & SicHIRREm
AT, EOBFBLHLTIN—TEHR LRV EERENE S BB TiE—oDE
ETIWVE Lk, HIMRBERIZ20& L, B<KRTLTHAEE L1z,

3. BREEZE

BRAEHMERL L7z clusters DR cluster & & D BLEEMIC FdER CRAREIC B o511 8,
bRY, BRICOVWTHEH L bEREBMOBAENKE Do, o, WEELBIC. 1
~10 HDEEL cluster AT 2 HEBEBRIZE o, 2B, NSs Tl Fho
HER& b cluster ZTERL L RVBEEA D2, —7 NNSs CHRIEMOBIFL cluster 275
BT DHEENRS T LAEE L,

BE

Kruse, H., Pankhurst, J., & Sharwood Smith, M. (1987). A multiple word association probe in
second language acquisition research. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 9, 141-154.

Schur, E. (2003). An exploration of the structural properties of L2 vocabulary networks: A
graph theoretical approach. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Wales Swansea.

Wilks, C., & Meara, P. (2002). Untangling word webs: Graph theory and the notion of density
in second language word association networks. Second Language Research, 18, 303-324.
Wolter, B. (2001). Comparing the L1 and L2 mental lexicon: A depth of individual word

knowledge model. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 23, 41-69.
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[10] EAPEERODIES LES OB

BHEBBIE (FkiLFEBEXE)

Academic Word List (AWL)iX, 570 35 CHERL &5 English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
DRRAY2ETBRRTH Y. 350 HRFED Academic Corpus HHIER SN T35, AFFE
D HAYIE, AWL OERFERICBAL T, ZOLE S LESOBEEFARD Z Lich 5, AWL
DT ESE, AFIGE, BFOE, WERSE, Aft2 384+ 8T L., EHTEDOE
Bk % 4 DDOBIRKA> RS English Japanese Test (EJ) 2 ifi(Form X, Form Y)% #ERE L 7=,
SHIZ, 2023 FEFIMEE LT 5 Word Association Test (WAT) 2 fifi(Form X, Form Y)%
YERX L 72, WAT i, paradigmatic relation (PR)?D{%3% & L T synonym % . syntagmatic relation
(SRYDAFK & LT collocate # VY, 4 SDOBIREEANHENEh 2 FEBE, recognition test
DEREZHERA LI, ZO2EADT R P& KFEA I AICERK L, T4, SHEERK.
FABSRE Z IR, BREER. EJ OREH (BI2MROAEAICL Y., Hif - TRBEHZE)
T Ui, kR, BB, EJ O LY., SOOERIIBEINB M, El & WAT @
PR OFHBYIL, EJ & WAT @ SR OHEBIL W &< . WAT 12T, PR DEH AL SR D
ENRXVHLRVEVWSIBEREE-,
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[11] EFEHORRBIZBITATX A MEELEB YA 7L OBEED
BRAE
BB BEX WREFXDP
il ¥ CRRAERKERER BiL£])

&W - fEH2002) Tk Y —TF 1 » TEEAOEBENRENEED 1 2L LTOERHOZ
WUHEPRIEL. IEXL—BRLEVSETFRA N ATEY, AXRZ—BERL VST
Ny I 24 TDOEFPEFRNCHEBEZRIFTZ LE2BIHLE, BB - F1HQ003)TIZA
XFZ—HBERIIMAT, THRRXAMDOEI LEFEOKEBLR-FEER. 5Bl & FEEICA
XRTXFRAMIBWTARICERNBEL , BRERHB BTN, ERHPETFTTS
BERBRBEINE, £, TXXAMORIRZBLTIE, BVWTXX FCTHEEHANREL R
HIELHREINE, 2L, TXAMOEHEL LTIIERLREDI 7 oE LS
BLTWRhoT,

ZZTABRETIIRAIS A 7OTH A MeRiT B~/ ofEicE B L, EEHORE
(ZRIT HERMRHEERIE OB 5 A 7L OBREREE L 7o, (FROBEORE S 2#icT
¥ R M % 5375 L7z Meyer(1985)% ~X— R & L 7= Kobayashi(1995) 4 DD F % R k¥
A 7OHREEMAL, BIE, By, BB, 8REV -4 20HB LA T OREER
Mo, EHRANEDOBEEEZRIE L7, GHIOITH R MEBIC Lo TRIFEESh 258 L
BRREAICENRERB YA T L OFEEZRRTITE W,
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[12] A Comparison of Summarization and Free Recall as L2 Reading

Test Tasks

Yasuyo Sawaki (University of California, Los Angeles)

The use of extended-response reading comprehension tasks has recently been proposed for
language assessment purposes. Potential advantages of this approach include the usefulness of ’
the detailed leamner responses for diagnostic purposes and the absence of the effects of
reader-question interaction on reading performance, which complicates interpretation of test
results. The use of such tasks remains infrequent in assessment, however, due to the lack of
empirical validity evidence. To address this issue the present study compared two
extended-response  reading comprehension task  types—summarization and free
recall—regarding the reliability of ratings and the structural relationships among the constructs
these task types tap into.

One hundred and eighty-eight university-level learners of Japanese as a foreign language in the
United States read two e-mail messages written in Japanese and completed summaries and free
recalls of each passage in English in two web-based testing sessions. Two independent raters
rated each summary or recall protocol by using analytic rating scales. A confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) of the summary and recall ratings suggested that the recall tasks tapped into two
highly correlated and yet distinct constructs, comprehension and integration of main ideas vs.
comprehension of details, whereas the summary tasks assessed comprehension and integration
of main ideas only. Moreover, the CFA analysis and a generalizability analysis agreed that the
summarization task was associated with lower dependability of ratings. The raters’ verbal
protocols collected during the rating sessions suggested that this might be due to the increased
judgment of appropriateness of learner responses required of the raters for rating the
summarization protocols.
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[13] Group Oral Testing: Amount of Floor Time and Score Variance

Miyoko Kobayashi (Kanda Univ. of International Studies)

Alistair Van Moere (Lancaster University)

Performance testing through group discussion is a promising test paradigm in that it is time- and
cost-effective. Moreover, it reflects real-world and classroom tasks, providing rich samples of
learners’ natural language use in interaction. However, the quantity and quality of such samples
largely depends on task conditions such as rater characteristics, rating scales, candidate
characteristics and interlocutors as well as the tasks themselves (Skehan 1998). Most research
so far conducted on oral assessment has examined interview format or pair-tasks, and very few
studies have investigated group discussions. The current study is part of a wider series of
research projects which investigate a range of variables related to this test format. The study
examines the performance of approximately 120 Japanese university students within about 40
separate small-group discussion tests, and explores whether there is any interaction between the
number of turns an individual takes, the length of turns, the learner’s relation within the test
group, the overall language proficiency level of the test group, and the group gender
configuration. All performances were video-recorded and transcribed. They were then analysed
both quantitatively and qualitatively and were compared with the raters’ holistic and analytic
grades. The data showed that the number of turns taken had no impact as a main effect, but the
number of words spoken did have an impact. This impact was particularly apparent in the
Communicative Skills and Fluency rating categories. These findings will have practical
implications for the future design and use of group discussion as an examination format.
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[14] Application of Toulmin Argument Structure to the Case of
TOEIC Validity

Mark Chapman (Hokkaido University)

This paper will discuss a new approach to assessing the validity of TOEIC. At the Language
Testing Research Colloquium 2004, Lyle Bachman proposed the use of Toulmin argument
structure for the validation of language tests. This presentation will apply the framework
described by Bachman to the TOEIC. This new approach to language test validity and
utilization employs features of argument structure (backing, warrants, data, claims, inferences
and rebuttals) to investigate the issues of validity, test use, consequences and fairness.

The presenter will suggest that the TOEIC lacks validity as a test of the ability to communicate
in English. The usefulness and relevance of TOEIC scores in inferring the suitability of
Japanese corporate employees for positions requiring English proficiency will also be
questioned. The consequences of corporations being excessively reliant on TOEIC scores at the
expense of more direct testing is another issue that will be addressed. The aim of this
presentation is to apply Bachman’s theoretical framework to a real test and language testing
situation (the use of TOEIC in Japanese companies). Bachman’s use of argument structure will
be presented as a step forward from Messick’s view of validity, in that Bachman’s model
provides for a more thorough examination of test utilization. It is hoped that this new model for
assessing test validity will come to be seen as more practical and useful than Messick’s
theoretical framework.

23



[15] A FACETS Analysis of a Performance Test Measuring EFL
Pronunciation

Hiroko Yoshida (Osaka Jogakuin College)

The present study examined the factors affecting pronunciation performance scores. A
total of 60 Japanese EFL college students read aloud two different materials (a prose
type reading and a dialog type reading) that are designed for diagnosing learners’
pronunciation problems, and audiotaped their readings. Their performances were rated
by three L1 English instructors and three L1 Japanese instructors. The assessment items
used were 15 items of three aspects of the sound system of General American English
(segmentals, suprasegmentals, and paralinguistic features). Segmental features included
vowel, diphthong, consonant, consonant cluster, and aspiration. Suprasegmentals
consisted of word stress, sentence stress, rhythm, intonation, and weak form.
Paralinguistic features included loudness, rate/tempo, smoothness, energy, and clarity.
The data were analyzed using Multifaceted Rasch Analysis (McNamara, 1996). The
questions asked include: (1) To what degree are the assessment items difficult? (2) Are
there any differences between L1 Japanese judges and L1 English judges in terms of
rater severity? (3) To what degree are judges consistent in assessing performances? (4)
Are there any differences in task difficulty between two different types of reading
material for examining pronunciation? (5) Are there any unique bias patterns specific to
examinees, items, and tasks? This study demonstrates the usefulness of Multifaceted
Rasch Analysis in assessing pronunciation performance that has been neglected in the
EFL classroom. It is hoped that the findings of this study will be incorporated into a
full-scale development of an instrument for evaluating pronunciation for English
instructors.
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[16] The Effects of Task Types on Listening Test Performance:

A Retrospective Study

Yo In'nami (Graduate student, University of Tsukuba)

The increasing interest in outcome-based approaches to assessment in language testing
(e.g., Brindley, 1998; McKay, 2000) has heightened the need for more research on fair
testing by which more valid inferences can be drawn. Among many variables related to
test performance, of particular interest are the effects of task types (Chapelle, 1998;
Kunnan, 2000). Despite determined efforts to investigate how task types affect test
performance, most studies (Berne, 1992; Brindley & Slatyer, 2002; Kobayashi, 1995;
Rodriguez, 2003; Shohamy, 1984; Wolf, 1993) take only quantitative approaches to this
issue. Although a few studies use qualitative methods, they focus on independent task
types (multiple-choice tasks, Buck, 1991; matching tasks, Ross, 1997; cloze tasks,
Storey, 1997; multiple-choice tasks, Wu, 1998; gap-filling tasks, Yamashita, 2003) and
do not compare multiple task types directly. In addition, these studies use different
definitions of proficiency levels (in-house measures of proficiency, Storey;
impressionistic judgment, Wu; standard test scores, Yamashita) and thus it seems hard
to generalize the findings beyond their context.

The purpose of the present research is to examine qualitatively the effects of three task
types (i.e., multiple-choice, open-ended, and summary gap-filling tasks) on listening test
performance, taking the two limitations of the previous studies into account. The
present study specifically addresses how task types affect the cognitive processes of
taking listening tests and how their effects vary in accordance with the listening
proficiency levels of the Common European Framework (Council of Europe, 2001).
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[17] ZEGRRAEERBROEBARAZE : TOEIC Y R=r7
5 X b Part3 & Partd

Il = RARNRLOBEEE - RRBAXFERER (Bi4] )

KEICLDAHaI 2=/ —va VEEBHOBFRPERNBRRAOBRETCH D 5, HiE
Ramh—vaVvBEAHORERRTEE) A= S HORER. 4 % THCBELAE
bhTE & @FEVE, B, ZEBIRAEATRROE B4 (item format) D&\ A3
TARMRT =2 AL RIETHEBCOVWTIEIHERV R BALRTITR b2
ANRE, KFEF T, TOEIC Y A= 7F A D Part3 R 1! Partd TELFH+ 2 IE B4
& ENLSAOH B AR % LLEBRAE L. BIRESC &R DR RIS L 2T B 0R
BRTFRIMT 44— AR5 DEEBERRIET 3,

AP R 208X £ < AMCHEN L BIRES R I N 3 BEROAT 2 M < A
WIWRIRER R S, AL EZBWEZZICIZCD TRIEIS B R ENAERQA 2L
ANCEIBEXXBRTRIN, AL ZPERI BT LD TEREM B RENIERD 3 /&
BOT XM, BED TOEIC A7 X P2 EIZIER L. 8250 80RS 7 4 7THM
FEERHIH VY TZRIEE, BROSWICH - o Tk, HB REAECE B HRIE
FZOHAMMISEAKRICIV OIS IEH L, FEABEROT X Mt (IFHE)
EERBREBNIBED L S RBRICHIDERIET S, -, FER L STRELEN L O/
ERBERABH DD E S D& EFEIPANCOVA)Z AV TRIET 5, = 5 L-RKRaE%
BLT, ZREBHACSE CTEOHEBEALB R LB, E6i2, TOEIC YV X=v
T A MO Part3 & Part4 DIEBHERDZYUHEIZHOVWTHEZA N B,

B, AFERL, PR MEEEFEC XA aI a2y —Ya S TOEIC EEEE S
B ED—BTIh 5,
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[18] TOEICIP 7 X FZBREDEEER L B CHEDOBEEMDOFE

FE HE (BHIEKXS
jin &FE¥F (TR — X ZEE WA ZE)
XKH HEF (BEZSBRKE [FEXEHMREM) )

THEFE) ICLDFERNBELIHIBREFEHTELLEENTWS, LA L, ¥8FE
BHEEFEFI ARV T IRNEBCHETIEE. TOIRIEZRRBR L2 LMHD
DRVHPH, BOFEICHELZRIETAREENSS S LBH SN TWB, AFE T,
TOEIC ® 1 P (Institutional Program) 7 X F3ZBRH 8,000 HICAFICHEE L - SEF R
7 65 A DB 725 can-do statements DT 7 — F AV, 1 (£ TXR2W) D5
(MR T&2) OSEBRRETCRENZEBCHFMLTHL Do, FORBICYZEED
BBEBH DIV LHNHER. BRBROFET, 20X X7 0HEEMEAIEDLS -
EHHA L, BBBH DL, BREDRVES LV —RICEDICAC T 2 EmAR
BNEDOTHD, SENIEFEDOTBRE, FRI7DOHBE. BLT, #RX7 ONEDEHM
HEWOIBANL, BRER L BCFEOBROKRIELZITV. R PHACHETEICS
DB E L VHAMCT B,
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[19] KBEEFEHT A MBI 5 REMMEORN—RICHE
FEEEIZ 31T B RS O BRDRBIZ DWW T—

BE #i— GHEBRERERRAL - FRIEA
Rz = FRO A

FEAREBRI L DT R MR 5 BAITE, HE R RBMSIORENSR Y > T
WARERDHD, RFHMSIOEE L IL. (HAEB T BREN, TOMOER~D
R L PISTIC AT B D] LD bDOTHD, SREOKEECER T A 7 Ez#k
et BB EHE SN B RERKICRVT, B ORESEERER L,

L ZATCTERBOEFEENT A MZBWTH, B+E»PEEE» LR 1>OXE
(passage) =3 L CHEOHEANHEINTWAZ LB H D, BROHEAMN 1 DD
TCEHRSIT LN TWAZ Enb, £V bITZ DX S BE I LTI3IEB M TR
DIRENRRY SLo TWBOLEHEEICKRT LiThidz b2y,

ABFFTIL. Yen (1984) 1253 Q3 HEBREZ—DDHEL LT, KEFHNTAMIB
T ARBISIOREORNIRAEZBRMNTE 2B ET D, £-, ZHFETIVES
Fe A FEBICEREEINEKBEZATRA IO LD THY . 2D L I R KBET—ZI1Z
B 2HBLERBOIHHIEZ T,
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20 FxvZ VR PEMEICLDAERBEREFET X FORITREERIC
DWW T

KW BHE  (BEROKLFKRF)
o #z @HEXFEXRER)
ER BB (BARREHERSR)

St R A N E BHE W2 T, 2004EBEIC KT 5 TEMBHE P OBFEAL B AGERE
HRVBAFEEHICHETHHMORE 0z 7 M IZBWT, BET X FRURET
A ML THHEAD BATERENZET HEHETH D, FERTIL, AEMITELD
MEFREEICEM L RFET X O vy MRIRICET 2RREBRET 5,

RAay MFRIER LERET X M, FEFAOEFT— 7 oidnT 2 EICK
I EEBEFRT, Kuo, JIEN(1997)2 SR L, BRI E T2 4BOHBETHERL
7o BRI BEICIRSL C, EfTHREI S EREORFICBAREF VW O/E L,
BRI REOBRIT, BEERBEFITO—FHBEROAR T, HBEDA ¥
—T 7 a i,

FMIF o7« VR MELEETRESRICL 2BREFMELZ R L. RGSETRZE
12 B85 FLZ24TO6 DTN THELRIToT-, TORKER. FEHEM
HBEETIE. Fxv 7 - URMEEMN 0924, HEIEHES ST 0629, REEBATO0.880
EEWEERLE, £, 2RBOFERROMTHAR R LEGEEEREOEE o ff
BCHELEZEZA 0797 Tholz, Fxv7 - YAMILSFEICHEL, EEE
EZRIC L AEREFETITAIEIZ o] 2 L3 nH5 EBHALED, B
BRI DD o P REFREARIZ OV THEMICBRET L H R, BT~ EFHERBESAL D
2o,
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[21] JMP %ER L TRET—¥ 23l

W —# (FNIXFH
B MH FXK (SAS Institute Japan BERS4)

HESET AT 4 VIO TIFRE - FRREOZHFEOBR &V S BRIEF
Jo 2 B B A R FESRRE N, ZOFFLOBMIEEET R FBF%%—‘}&O)
FEARLTHEAKIECHAEBLEHEFICTLO TS, HKEY 7 b IMPR) 137 Dsi#k
Lica—H—oa v ¥ — 7 2 — A TERBHEL L OEROEHBITOBEV2ARIZT S
DTH D, FIHF IR A ENHBA RKIGERITE L OFEFICE > THRLFER
BE2RMtT5, ZORKRTIIE 2 SFEVIBV TR EFAZETY Eif, &Y
7 MZk 67“"5'1]%‘0)%&17&%%%75 LTCEHETRA }“E‘&@_‘%t‘: L7=uy,
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[22] F—F V=AY 7 U x=T Moodle Z R L L7=F X M 3#7F
BRAE I VI TR M P—ROBR

Kb B (BEStte 7—=r7¥—¥rxR)

KK « tF (1996) 125 5 TDAP ver.1.0 1%, %IZKK - B8 - B1L (2002) 12 X » T4
7 — 2 EORE LB — RAKEE N, Windows ~BESh-Z bick v B
BERLTWBENRYaVTCRBICFIATED L5k o, L L, EHLEOL > —o0
BETHOET—FDOANNIMERE LT, FEETTOLEZ 52 2 h ol

AETIE, ATV —RAY 7 b7 ¢ LTEL ABEN TV 5 Moodle #5842 & L
T EDINTARMED 22— NVOBEEZFIF LA G, TDAP OF R b /it 2 HA A
ZFUTGA VTR —REFTEZIERE ST, T—FDFANEZREL L, EALOE
B OREEMET ERRBIZHONTEHET S,
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