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Overall Conference Schedule

Timetable

September 10, 2010 (Friday)

15:00—17:00 | Pre-Conference Workshop “Analysis of Variance: Focusing on three-way designs”
Akiyo Hirai (University of Tsukuba)
Naoko Ito (Graduate School, University of Tsukuba)
(conducted in Japanese; Room A207, 2nd floor, Building A)
16:00—17: 30 | Board Meeting (Toyohashi Green Hotel, Lounge)

September 11, 2010 (Saturday)

8:15— Registration (In front of Room A105)
8:45—9:00 Opening Ceremony (Room A101)
9:05—9:45 Presentation Part |
9:50—10:30 Presentation Part 11
10:35—11:15 | Presentation Part Il
11:20—12:00 | Presentation Part IV
12:00—13:00 | Lunch Break (Committee Meetings: Room A109)
13:00—13:40 | Presentation Part
13:50—14:50 | Keynote Speech (RoomA101)
15:00—16:35 | Symposium (Room A101)
16:40—16:55 | General Business Meeting (Room A101)
16:55—17:00 | Closing Ceremony (Room A101)
18:00—20:00 | Banquet (Toyohashi Green Hotel, Lounge)
Commercial Exhibits:  In front of Room A105
Participants’ Lounge: Room A105 (Drinks are available for free.)
Headquarter: Room A109
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Program of the 14th JLTA Annual Conference

September 11 (Saturday)

8:15—

Registration (In front of Room A105)

(During this time period, presenters can check the connection between the PC and the projector.)
Conference Attendance Fee: Members: ¥1,000; Non-members: ¥3,000 (except Students: ¥1,000)

8:45—9:00 Opening Ceremony (Room A101)
Coordinator Yo In’nami
(Conference Organizing Committee Chair, Toyohashi University of Technology)
Greetings  Kiyokatsu Jinno (Vice President, Toyohashi University of Technology)
Greetings  Katsunosuke Namita (Emeritus Professor, Hokkaido University)
9:05—12:00 Presentation 1 (Presentation: 30 mins; Discussion: 10 mins)  Partl  9:05—9:45
Partll  9:50—10:30
PartIll  10:35—11:15
PartIV 11:20—12:00
12:00—13:00 Lunch
(Committee Meetings: Room A109; Participants’ Lounge: Room A105)
13:00—13:40 Presentation 2 (Presentation 30 min; Discussion 10 min) PartV  13:00—13:40
13:50—14:50 Keynote Speech (Room A101)
Coordinator Kazuhiko Katagiri (Senshu University)
Introduction of the lecturer  Katsunosuke Namita
(Emeritus Professor, Hokkaido University)
Theme: Issues in the assessment of academic vocabulary
Lecturer John Read (University of Auckland)
15:.00—16:35 Symposium (Room A101)
Theme: Diagnostic testing in language teaching
Coordinator & Panelist Yasuyo Sawaki (Waseda University)
Panelist Hideki Sakai (Shinshu University)
Rie Koizumi (Tokiwa University)
Tomoko Ishii (Rikkyo University)
Discussant John Read (University of Auckland)
16:40—16:55 General Business Meeting (Room A101)
Selection of the chair
Reporter Youichi Nakamura
(JLTA Secretary General, Seisen Jogakuin Junior College)
16:55—17:00 Closing Ceremony (Room A101)
18:00—20:00 Banquet (Toyohashi Green Hotel, Lounge)

Coordinator Katsumasa Shimada (Momoyama Gakuin University)
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Presentation Details

The 1st Room (Room Al14)
Chair  Partl Yukie Koyama (Nagoya Institute of Technology)
Part 1 Katsumasa Shimada (Momoyama Gakuin University)
Part 111 Tomoyasu Akiyama (Bunkyo University)
Part IV Yoshinori Watanabe (Sophia University)
PartV Yosuke Yanase (Hiroshima University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title

Jamie Dunlea (Researcher, Society for
Testing English Proficiency [STEP])

Using word frequency lists to investigate the vocabulary used
in a pilot version of a new university entrance exam

Toshihiko Shiotsu (Kurume
University)
John Read (University of Auckland)

Modality and context effects in estimating the lexical
knowledge of the tertiary-level Japanese learners of English
with the yes/no test format

Yasuhiro Imao  (University  of
California, Los Angeles)

Investigating the construct of lexico-grammatical knowledge
in an academic ESL writing test

IV | Ari Huhta (University of Jyvaskyld) Diagnosing reading and writing in a second or foreign
J. Charles Alderson (Lancaster | language
University)
V | Zhongbao Zhao (Shanghai Jiao Tong | Diagnosing the English speaking ability of college students
University) in  China--Development and validation of the College
English Diagnostic Speaking Test
The 2nd Room (Room A106)
Chair  Partl Randy Thrasher (Okinawa Christian University)
Part Il Kozo Yanagawa (Graduate School, University of Bedfordshire)
Part 11 Jeffery K. Hubbell (Hosei University)
Part IV Jamie Dunlea (Researcher, Society for Testing English Proficiency [STEP])
Part vV Hideki limura (Tokiwa University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
I Sachiyo Takanami (Graduate School, | A comparison of four types of spelling tests among Japanese
University of Tsukuba) EFL learners: Focusing on sound-letter correspondences
| Parviz Alavinia (Urmia University) Learner adapted testing: An individualistic approach to
language assessment
Il | Oryang Kwon (Seoul National The National English Ability Test of Korea
University)
IV | Kozo Yanagawa (Graduate School, Validation of the listening comprehension component of the
University of Bedfordshire) Centre Test in Japan: Listening in the real world, in the
Course of Study, and in the Centre Test
V | Junghyun Kim (Sookmyung Effects of note-taking strategy Training in listening
Women’s University) comprehension tests
The 3rd Room (Room A108)
Chair  Partl Katsuyuki Konno (Graduate School, University of Tsukuba)
Part Il Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University)
Part 111 Haruhiko Shiokawa (Teikyo University of Science)
Part IV Atsushi Mizumoto (Kansai University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
I Takanori Sato (Graduate School, Comparison of Japanese and native English-speaking raters’
Sophia University) perspectives on oral English performance
Il | Ji Eun Lee (University of Illinois at Native and non-native raters’ judgment of English
Urbana Champaign) pronunciation at a placement test
Il | Masanori Suzuki (Pearson Oral reading fluency as an assessment instrument
Knowledge Technologies)
IV | Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University) Do test practice and keyword list help oral summary test
performance?
vV |- -
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Conference Committee Information

To All Participants
Going to the Venue
University car parks are not available for this conference. Please use public transportation to come to the venue.

Registration

1. The conference registration site is located in front of Room A105 (1st floor, Building A).

2. The conference attendance fee is ¥1,000 for members (including institutional members) and ¥3,000 for
non-members (¥1,000 for non-member students). If non-members apply for membership at the registration desk,
the conference attendance fee will be ¥1,000. (The JLTA annual fee is ¥10,000 and the admission fee is ¥1,000.)
3. Please wear your conference name card throughout the conference.

4. The banquet fee is ¥3,000. The banquet registration is conducted at the the registration desk. The banquet will
be held in the lounge of the Toyohashi Green Hotel, which is at a two-minute walking distance from the east gate
of JR (Japan Railway) Toyohashi Station. After the conference, the shuttle bus will take you to the hotel free of
charge.

5. The conference handbook is available at the registration desk.

Lunch and Participants’ Lounge

1. Lunch can be purchased at a nearby convenience store. The store is 100 meters from the university main
entrance gate.

2. Complimentary drinks are available in Room A106.

3. No smoking is permitted on campus.

Accommodation
We are afraid that we provide no accommodation services through our association. Please make the arrangements
by yourself.

Emergency Contact E-Mail Address:  koizumir@tokiwa.ac.jp  (Rie Koizumi).

To Presenters

1. Presenters will have 30 minutes to present their paper, followed by 10 minutes for discussion.

2. Please register at the registration desk first. Please go to the designated room 10 minutes prior to the starting
time of the presentation.

3. If you are not a member and have not paid the ¥3,000 “Presentation fee” (different from “Attendance fee”)
before the conference, please pay it at the registration desk. This rule applies to every presenter on the program.

4. You are expected to connect your computer to the projector and operate it yourself. The projector and connector
cable can be found in the room. There is no sound system and as such you cannot play sounds from the computer.
LAN internet access is not available. During the registration period, the presenters can check the connection
between the PC and the projector.

5. Please bring your handouts in case the PC or the projector does not work.

6. If a letter of invitation is required, please send an e-mail message to Rie Koizumi at koizumir@tokiwa.ac.jp

To Chairs

1. One chair is assigned to each presentation.

2. Please make sure that the presentation does not exceed the allotted time.

3. Please start the presentation at the time designated in the program. Please do not change the starting time and
the order of the presentations.
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Abstracts

Keynote Speech  (Room A101)
ISSUES IN THE ASSESSMENT OF ACADEMIC VOCABULARY

John Read (University of Auckland)

There are two basic issues that need to be addressed in the design of any vocabulary test. The first is how to select
the lexical units that will be the target items for the test, and the other is the type of test format to use in
determining whether the learners have acquired the target items. | will discuss these two issues in relation to the
assessment of vocabulary size, and academic vocabulary in particular. Coxhead’s (2000) Academic Word List
(AWL) is now well established as the standard reference for high frequency word families in academic texts
and the conventional means of testing those words is by the use of relatively decontextualized formats such as
multiple-choice, gap-filling, matching and translation. However, the AWL is not above criticism. Read and
Chapelle (2001) argue that the construct of academic vocabulary should be defined from an interactionalist
perspective, taking account of learner knowledge of vocabulary within particular disciplinary areas. In a more
comprehensive critique, Hyland and Tse (2007) present evidence that the AWL does not adequately cover the
range of academic disciplines, but they also argue that no general academic vocabulary list can satisfactorily
represent the various uses of lexical items across academic fields. Thus, we need to consider whether a different
approach is required to the selection and testing of academic vocabulary items, one which takes more account of
the contexts in which words are used. Another dimension to the question is how to deal with the collocations and
formulaic expressions that occur frequently in academic discourse. Vlach-Simpson and Ellis (2010) have recently
published an Academic Formulas List (AFL), which is designed to complement the AWL, but which raises fresh
questions about whether the formulas can simply be treated as another kind of lexical item for assessment
purposes, using the conventional test items, or whether new kinds of test format should be developed. In keeping
with the conference theme, I will discuss these matters from the standpoint of diagnostic language testing.
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Symposium  (RoomA101)

Diagnostic testing in language teaching
Coordinator & Panelist Yasuyo Sawaki (Waseda University)
ysawaki@waseda.jp
Panelist Hideki Sakai (Shinshu University)
Rie Koizumi (Tokiwa University)
Tomoko Ishii (Rikkyo University)
Discussant John Read (University of Auckland)

Introduction
Coordinator: Yasuyo Sawaki (Waseda University)

Diagnosing second language (L2) ability aims at identifying strengths and weaknesses of language learners, so that
the results can inform instruction and learners’ self studies. Despite the well-recognized importance of this topic for
effective second language instruction, historically, diagnostic assessment was a largely ignored area in the field of
language assessment (Alderson, 2005). Recently, however, interests in this topic are growing rapidly in the field,
and this movement appears to have been propelled by the development of DIALANG, a web-based diagnostic
self-assessment instrument in 14 different European languages, during the last decade.

This symposium provides an introduction to the topic of diagnosing L2 ability in general and presents
illustrative examples of recent efforts toward extracting diagnostic information from learner test performance on
the assessment of four skills as well as grammar and vocabulary, both in international and Japanese contexts. The
first paper by Sawaki provides a general overview of recent developments in L2 learner diagnosis in the field and
describes recent works on related topics in the assessment of reading, listening, speaking, and writing skills in
large-scale international assessment contexts. The other two papers focus specifically on diagnosing language
ability of Japanese learners of English. The second paper by Sakai and Kiozumi focuses on the development effort
of a diagnostic grammar assessment for Japanese secondary school students, while the third paper by Ishii
proposes a hew approach to assessing different aspects of Japanese English learners’ vocabulary knowledge. After
the presentation of these three papers, issues that emerge from those studies and future directions in diagnosing
second language ability in the Japanese context will be discussed.

Paper 1: Current research on diagnosing second language ability: An overview
Yasuyo Sawaki (Waseda University)

The primary purpose of this presentation is to provide a general overview on recent developments in research on
diagnostic assessment in the field of language assessment. An important aspect of diagnosing second language
(L2) ability, or understanding L2 learners’ strengths and weaknesses to inform instruction, is to provide learners
with detailed performance feedback. This line of work has largely been proceeding in two directions in the field.
One is to develop a new assessment designed specifically for diagnosis from scratch, as can be seen in the recent
development of DIALANG (Alderson, 2005, Alderson & Huhta, 2005) in Europe. The other approach is to
extract detailed information about examinee performance characteristics from an existing assessment that is not
specifically designed for diagnosis. In this case, an important goal is to generate score reports containing detailed
feedback on test results. So far, albeit the history is fairly short, previous research relevant to L2 ability diagnosis
has focused primarily on the second approach, many of which have taken place in large-scale international
language assessment contexts.
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The first area of work for enhancing performance feedback in existing assessments represents
techniques employed to provide group-level performance feedback, including scale anchoring (Beaton & Allen,
1992) and the can-do statement method. These approaches offer information about performance characteristics of
examinees at different ability levels. However, a limitation of these approaches is that everyone in the same
performance level receives the same feedback. Thus, the feedback does not necessarily reflect performance
characteristics of a specific learner. In an attempt to address this issue, language testing researchers are exploring
other approaches that allow extraction of performance feedback tailored to individual learners’ needs. One is
cognitive diagnosis (Lohman & Ippel, 1993), which combines cognitive psychology and educational measurement
to extract learner’s performance characteristics based on a detailed analysis of test tasks and learners’ item response
patterns. Cognitive diagnosis has been applied to analyses of examinee performance on selected-response reading
and listening comprehension assessment items. Another relevant area of work is automated scoring of learner
responses to performance-based speaking and writing assessments, where linguistic characteristics of speech
samples and essays are analyzed from various perspectives to identify characteristics of learner responses that
distinguish different levels of task performance.

In this presentation, illustrative examples of previous applications of the different areas of work above
will be described. Challenges and issues emerging from the previous work and possible directions for future
research will be discussed as well.

Paper 2: Diagnostic information from the ELPA English Diagnostic Test of Grammar
Hideki Sakai (Shinshu University)
Rie Koizumi (Tokiwa University)

The English Diagnostic Test of Grammar (EDiT Grammar) is a diagnostic grammar test mainly targeted at
Japanese secondary school students. The purpose of the EDIT Grammar is to identify the grammatical
weaknesses of learners that cannot be easily identified by teachers during teaching activities and to present
information that will be useful for teaching in the future. It focuses on the students’ knowledge of basic English
noun phrases (NPs), especially their internal structures, because previous research has suggested the difficulty
faced by Japanese learners of English in acquiring these phrases. An example is provided below.

Instruction: Choose the most appropriate English phrase for the underlined part of the Japanese sentence from 1
to 4.

EOEORWEIE, FLAOF4 T, (NP Group 3)

(The white building on the hill is my school.)

1. the hill on the white building (Japanese word order)

2. the white building on the hill*

3. the white on the hill building (Premodification)

4. on the hill the white building (Postmodification)

The EDIT Grammar has two main characteristics. First, each test item belongs to one of the five NP groups:
(@) Group 2 ([determiner] + premodifier + head noun; e.g., my green sweater), (b) Group 3 (NP + prepositional
phrase; e.g., a surprise party for my brother), (¢) Group 4 (NP + present/past participle phrase; e.g., books written
in English), (d) Group 5 (NP + relative clause; e.g., things | bought yesterday), and (€) Group 6 (NP + to-infinitive
phrase; e.g., books to read). The test was administered to 107 ninth-year students, of which only 30% to 67%
could select correct answers in each NP group; the test items under Group 2 were the easiest, whereas those under
Group 6 were the most difficult. The low percentages of correct answers support the claim that greater emphasis
must be placed on the need for systematic teaching of NP internal structures in Japan.

The second characteristic of our diagnostic test lies in its distractors, each of which can indicate a test-taker’s
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error patterns, or tendencies of misunderstanding NP structures. Distractors were created on the basis of five error
patterns: failure to correctly understand (a) premodification structures, (b) postmodification structures, (c) phrase
structures, and (d) clause structures, and (f) errors of using the Japanese word order. The results showed that at
least 10% of the learners selected all the distractor types, and that the highest percentage of errors made by them
involved (a) premodification structures (27%). Since (a) distractors appear to be the easiest errors to detect, we
argue that even a simple rule causes learning difficulties in Japanese learners of English.

Paper 3: Synthesizing vocabulary size and depth measures
Tomokao Ishii (Rikkyo University)

Over the last few decades, the importance of vocabulary in second language came to be well recognized and
much research has been conducted in the area. One of the focused areas of research is how learners’ vocabulary
knowledge can be assessed. The research interests have lied not only in how many words learners know
(vocabulary size), but also in how well they know those words (depth of knowledge), as knowing a single
meaning for a word is not enough to use and understand the word in the actual language use. There are many
things learners need to know about a word, such as grammatical behaviour, shade of meaning, collocation,
restriction on the usage, and many more. Reflecting the complex nature of vocabulary knowledge, many
researchers have devised various measures for depth of vocabulary knowledge in order to tap into different types
of knowledge.

However, most of the depth measures in the past have addressed only a single depth aspect, and not
many researchers have investigated how size and depth approaches can be combined in a test battery. As a
consequence, it is sometimes difficult to interpret the learners’ performance on one test of vocabulary depth,
especially when they do not perform well — is it because they do not know the words well enough, or is it simply
because the number of the words they know is limited? Looking at a single aspect never tells us an answer for this.
Also, it seems the filed has shown more interest in research-focused assessment, and not much has been discussed
about diagnosing vocabulary knowledge.

Addressing these issues, this paper describes how one size-depth vocabulary test battery was
developed for a specific student group (Japanese university students), and proposes a scoring scheme that
combines size and depth scores in a principled way. The test battery proposed in this paper taps into four aspects
of vocabulary knowledge: vocabulary size, multiple meanings, derivatives, and lexical choice. By accumulating
the data on these aspects from Japanese students, an attempt is made to capture their typical development of
vocabulary knowledge, and to make diagnostic judgment.
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The 1st Room (RoomA114) Part |
Using word frequency lists to investigate the vocabulary used in a pilot version of a new university
entrance exam

Jamie Dunlea (Researcher, Society for Testing English Proficiency [STEP])
J-dunlea@eiken.or.jp

Identifying relevant levels of vocabulary knowledge can improve the validity of a language test by allowing for
comparison of the vocabulary included in the test with texts relevant to the TLU domain. This paper uses the
Range vocabulary analysis tool to investigate the usefulness of analyzing vocabulary levels for a pilot version of a
test of academic English proficiency. The test is intended for use as a university entrance exam for a Japanese
university. The original version of the Range program defined three vocabulary levels based on the General
Service List and the Academic Word List. Together, these lists represent a total of almost 3000 word families, and
have been shown to cover more than 85% of running words in a variety of texts. However, Nation and others
have claimed that up to 98% coverage of running words in a text is necessary for learners to be able to read
unmodified texts without undue strain, and that the 3000 word families in the GSL/AWL are not sufficient to
provide this coverage. To address this problem, Nation has developed a further list of 14 levels, each containing
1000 word families derived from the BNC spoken corpus. The present research used both the GSL/AWL version
of Range and the BNC version.

In addition to the pilot test, the reading and vocabulary sections of the upper four grades of the EIKEN testing
framework were also analyzed for comparison. While recognizing that the use of word families and frequency
lists have many limitations, the paper will demonstrate that the analysis of vocabulary levels can help to improve
the content validity of a pilot test by identifying similarities and differences in the vocabulary used compared to
text types relevant to the TLU domain identified for the test. In addition, at a practical level, the analysis has also
demonstrated that the Range software can be a useful and easy to manipulate source of information to help item
writers identify relevant vocabulary targets and for identifying potentially problematic items in reading texts in
advance.
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Modality and Context Effects in Estimating the Lexical Knowledge of the Tertiary-Level Japanese
Learners of English with the Yes/No Test Format

Toshihiko Shiotsu (Kurume University)
toshihiko_shiotsu@kurume-u.ac.jp
John Read (University of Auckland)

Lexical measures have been shown to function well not only to produce estimates of vocabulary size but also as
general indicators of proficiency level, for purposes such as placement of learners in a language program and for
vocabulary acquisition research. The simplest kind of vocabulary measure is the Yes/No format, in which
test-takers report whether they know each of a sample of target words.

The present study extends the Yes/No research in three ways. First, it presents the target words in spoken as well
as written form (cf. Milton and Hopkins, 2005). Secondly, it explores how the addition of two types of
sentence-based context influences performance on the Yes/No task. The third innovation is to investigate whether
reaction time adds a significant dimension to the measurement of vocabulary knowledge with this test format.
Two forms of an English Yes/No test were developed, based on samples of items from the British National
Corpus word frequency lists compiled by Nation (n.d.). Thus, 12 Yes/No test versions varying in form (A vs. B),
mode (oral vs. written) and context condition (none vs. syntactic vs. semantic) were produced.

Actotal of 270 Japanese university students contributed as participants, each taking both forms of the Yes/No test
under contrasting mode or context condition, along with a listening and a reading comprehension test.
Performance data from further 45 students taking the two Yes/No forms under the same mode and context
conditions provided links in the dataset for a Rasch-based comparisons of the modality and context effects on
item difficulty.

The presentation will outline the overall design of the study and present a selection of the results. With the given
sample of learners, the Yes/No test proved to be a reliable measure in both the oral and written modes, although
the same words appeared to become more difficult under the oral mode. In terms of the context effect, the results
indicated that a richer semantic context produced more consistent measures and better correlations with the
listening and reading tests than a bare syntactic context or the no-context condition. The reaction time data
showed that the participants were consistently slowest in responding to the syntactic contexts, whereas the
latencies for the no-context and semantic conditions were quite similar. Contrary to expectation, there was no
clear association between the oral Yes/No test and listening comprehension on the one hand, or the written mode
and reading comprehension on the other.
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Investigating the construct of lexico-grammatical knowledge in an academic ESL writing test

Yasuhiro Imao (University of California, Los Angeles)
yasuimao@ucla.edu

Grammar has played an important role in language education and has been tested in various formats. However, a
theoretical framework on which grammatical ability is based did not exist until recently. In addition,
lexico-grammar as a construct in performance assessments is often operationalized as impressionistic evaluation
of language samples rather than comprehensive analyses of them. Based on the definitions of lexico-grammatical
knowledge by Purpura (2004) and Rimmer (2006), this study attempts to model the construct of
lexico-grammatical knowledge in an academic ESL writing test. It employs a corpus-based analyses approach to
analyze written language samples to examine the relationships between the construct and human ratings of the
samples.

Two hundred writing samples taken from the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) English as a Second
Language Placement Examination (ESLPE) were analyzed for errors, inappropriate uses, and range of uses,
based on past studies of written academic discourse. The frequencies of identified elements were standardized
and bundled into groups (parcels) to be hypothesized as indicators of three factors (accuracy, appropriateness, and
range) in confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results showed that the accuracy and the range factors were
moderately correlated while the correlations between these two and the appropriateness factor were
non-significant. The findings suggest that accuracy and range may be two components of the same construct,
whereas appropriateness is related but a somewhat different construct.

The analytic lexico-grammar human ratings (accuracy, appropriateness, and range) were judged by experienced
ESL instructors, who had been trained for the study. The relationships between the lexico-grammatical
knowledge based on language elements and analytic lexico-grammar human ratings were also examined by
CFA to investigate how the three factors would affect human ratings. The results revealed that three
lexico-grammar factors not only had effects on associated analytic ratings, but also on other ratings. The findings
suggest that raters may not have been able to clearly differentiate the three constructs.
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Diagnosing reading and writing in a second or foreign language

Ari Huhta (University of Jyvaskyla)
ari.huhta@jyu.fi
J. Charles Alderson (Lancaster University)

Diagnostic language testing is a growing area of language test development and research. However, what are
claimed to be diagnostic tests are often little more than placement tests, and are very rarely based on a theory of
language learning, or a theory of diagnosis. Moreoever, several recent studies have merely attempted to retrofit
diagnostic information to tests that have been developed as proficiency tests - see, for example, the special issue
of Language Assessment Quarterly, 2009, Volume 6 (3). Whilst useful Q Matrices and procedures for statistical
analysis have been developed, they remain uninformative unless the tests being analysed are solidly based on
relevant applied linguistic theory.

In this paper, we report on an international 4-year (2010-2013) research project into the diagnosis of reading and
writing abilities in L2. The project, entitled DIALUKI — Diagnosing reading and writing in a second or foreign
language - seeks to identify the cognitive and linguistic features which predict a learner’s strengths and
weaknesses in those areas. The project brings together scholars from applied linguistics, psychology and
assessment to engage in multidisciplinary work and to develop innovative ways of diagnosing the development
of L2 abilities.

This paper will describe the three main studies which are planned for the duration of the project. Study One
explores a range of potential diagnostic measures, and Studies Two and Three will involve longitudinal studies of
L2 development and experimental learning trials. WWe present details of the instruments being used in Study One,
where several hundred learners of English as a foreign language and Finnish as a second language will be studied
cross-sectionally in Finland; the learners’ ages range from 10 to 18. The study explores the diagnostic potential of
a range of cognitive and psycholinguistic measures (e.g., working memory, phonological processing, ability to
process non-words) in informants’ first language (Finnish or Russian) as well as diagnostic tools for detecting L1
dyslexia, in order to examine their applicability for L2 diagnosis. We also include measures of L2 vocabulary,
motivation and background information on the informants, and examine the relationship of all variables to
measures of first and second / foreign language reading and writing abilities.

It is expected that this project, being firmly based on theories of first and second language reading and writing,

will make a major contribution to understanding how to develop and validate diagnostic instruments and
procedures.
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Diagnosing the English speaking ability of college students in China--Development and validation of the
College English Diagnostic Speaking Test

Zhongbao Zhao (Shanghai Jiao Tong University)
michaelzhao998@hotmail.com

This paper reports the development and validation of the College English Diagnostic Speaking Test (CEDST)
designed in the context of EFL teaching and learning at the tertiary level in China. The process of developing and
validating the CEDST is expected to demonstrate the usefulness of such kind of test as a tool for identifying the
strengths and weaknesses of students’ English speaking ability. And it is also hoped that the study would yield a
procedural framework to be used by college English teachers to design their own diagnostic oral English
language tests. The CEDST is designed as a 15-minute face-to-face interview test, which employs three task
types: reading aloud, presentation and role-play. A checklist is designed for the examiner to record each
test-taker’s performance with respect to the following six categories of criteria: intelligibility, vocabulary range
and accuracy, grammatical accuracy and complexity, fluency, communicative -effectiveness, use of
communicative strategies, and coherence and cohesion. The score report form is designed to include a composite
grade and individualized feedback detailing students’ strengths and weaknesses. As part of the a posteriori
validation of the CEDST, a case study was conducted with 14 sophomore students from a national key university
in Shanghai. The participants were engaged in five sets of CEDST tests within a time span of three months. For
each test, they got a detailed score report form. At the end of the tests, a questionnaire survey and a follow-up
face-to-face interview were conducted to collect test-takers’ opinions on the usefulness of the test. The data
reported in the paper include 14 self-assessment checklists, 5 sets of CEDST scores, and 14 questionnaires and
interviews. Analyses of the data indicate that the self-assessment results correlate very well with the test scores.
The majority of the students consider the individualized feedback accurate, appropriate and useful. It is therefore
concluded tentatively that the CEDST is quite effective and useful in detecting the strengths and weaknesses of
students’ speaking English ability. Limitations of the current study and suggestions for further study are presented
at the end of the paper.
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A comparison of four types of spelling tests among Japanese EFL learners: Focusing on sound-letter
correspondences

Sachiyo Takanami (Graduate School, University of Tsukuba)
stw324_423tknm@yahoo.co.jp

The purpose of this study is to compare and to determine the difficulties of four types of the written form spelling
tests among Japanese learners of English. Relationships between English spellings and sounds (i.e.,
pronunciations) are quite difficult for learners of English to acquire due to their complicated orthographic system.
et spelling and reading are important aspects of literacy that cannot be disregarded in language competence.
Nortyby (1936) compared five forms of spelling tests—namely, story form (i.e., fill in the appropriate words in a
given passage), timed dictation (i.e., write whole sentences in a limited time), list form (i.e., write the words as
pronounced), multiple-choice (choose the correct spelling from among several choices), and oral form (spell the
word orally)—for diagnostic purposes and investigated the variability of student performance and found that the
multiple-choice form was the easiest while the timed dictation form was the most difficult. Focusing on the
written form, Moore (1937) determined that the multiple-choice form was useful for measuring learners’ spelling
ability. Yet it remains unclear which type of spelling test is the most appropriate for EFL learners. Twenty words
were used in both Northby’s and Moore’s study (i.e., ninety, succeeded, similar, nickel, admission, carnival,
appearance, excitement, planned, finally, orchestra, occasionally, convenience, exhibition, schedule, arriving,
various, humor, Saturday, and island).

The current study compares the four types of written spelling tests (i.e., story form, timed dictation, list form, and
multiple-choice) among 80 mid-level high school Japanese learners of English. Participants completed a pre-test
of approximately 90 regular words (i.e., with sound-letter correspondences; Mori, 2007) to determine their
knowledge of English spelling rules. Participants subsequently completed the four types of spelling tests
(randomly administered); answers were carefully analyzed using for example Cook’s (1997) categorization for
L1 and L2 spelling errors (i.e., insertion, omission, substitution, transposition, grapheme substitution, and other) to
classify participants’ misspellings. The materials which were used in this study were based on the previous
findings (Northby, 1936; Moore, 1937). However, to determine the levels of the target words, Gakken’s corpus
data and JACET 8000’s vocabulary lists were considered as a standard. The spelling tests are effective tools to
examine learners’ level of proficiency in writing mechanics. Thus, the results of this research will be beneficial
and helpful for Japanese teachers of English to decide which form to use in his or her English lessons.
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Learner Adapted Testing: An Individualistic Approach to Language Assessment

Parviz Alavinia (Urmia University)
pevinia2006@yahoo.com

Half a century of stringent theorizing and practice in the testing enterprise, principally triggered by the publication
of Lado’s seminal book entitled Language Testing, has engendered a wide-ranging assortment of myriad
breakthroughs in various facets of language assessment. Though testing now enjoys an unprecedented glorious
status, there still seem to exist some notions which are in urgent need of reconsideration, among which a reference
can be made to the focal (yet partly neglected) role of individuals, particularly when it comes to considering their
desires and preferences, in bringing about more beneficial backwash effects. As most of the time it is the case that
test designers tend to be unaware of minute individual differences (IDs) both in terms of possessing varied
personality-induced inclinations and holding disparate views of the whole testing context, the results gained
through the administration of most current tests are thought to underrepresent the testees’ true abilities in the areas
under scrutiny. Thus, in an attempt to bring these learner IDs and preferences into the foreground of attention, the
researcher in the present study has opted for a more individualistic approach to assessment, materialized through
his devised method and coined terminology LAT (Learner Adapted Testing). In effect, LAT differs from other
similar assessment theories in that it seeks to set about a thoroughgoing reappraisal of the paramount role of
individuals in the tortuous process of test development and implementation. To put it in a nutshell, the outstanding
results of the study with several groups of learners unanimously point toward the fruitfulness and success of the
researcher’s individualistic approach (LAT) vis-a-vis the commonplace practice of testing.

The 2nd Room (Room A106) Part 111
The National English Ability Test of Korea

Oryang Kwon (Seoul National University)
oryang@snu.ac.kr

The Korean Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MEST) has been developing a new National
English Ability Test (NEAT) for past several years. The new test consists of three levels: Level 1 for college
students and adults, Level 2 for high-school graduates, and Level 3 for high school students. Level 1 is being
developed by a consortium composed of some major universities in Seoul and the Chamber of Commerce of
Korea; Levels 2 and 3 are being developed by a project team sponsored and supervised by the Korea Institute for
Curriculum and Evaluation (KICE). The Level 2 and Level 3 tests are of great importance because they may
replace, from 2016, the College Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT), which is the current national college entrance
examination. As the new test is going to include all four skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing, its
washback effect on secondary and even elementary schools will be significant, and this will eventually improve
the overall English competence of Korean students. Recently, the KICE team had a public hearing on the test
framework, item writing, rating, and administration of the Level 2 and Level 3 tests. This paper will introduce
these two level tests at the current state of development.
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Validation of the Listening Comprehension Component of the Centre Test in Japan: Listening in the real
world, in the Course of Study, and in the Centre Test

Kozo Yanagawa (Graduate School, University of Bedfordshire)
kozo@msh.biglobe.ne.jp

Validation is an attempt to investigate whether or not or to what extent a test measures what it is meant to measure.
The validity of the Listening Comprehension Test of the Centre Test in Japan (henceforth J-NCT [L]), developed
and administered by the Daigaku Nyushi Centre (National Centre of University Entrance Examination), is still
open to question.  This is a key issue: If the test is not measuring listening ability appropriately, then how could
we expect the listening ability of Japanese learners of EFL at high schools to be enhanced? The purpose of this
study is, therefore, to investigate the validity of the J-NCT [L], specifically in terms of two critical criteria for
validations, that is contextual validity and cognitive (theory-based) validity (VWeir 2005), and aims to highlight
aspects of the J-NCT [L] that might be reformed to enhance its validity and so lead to further improvements in the
listening ability of Japanese learners of EFL at high school.

The 2nd Room (Room A106) PartV
Effects of Note-taking Strategy Training in Listening Comprehension Tests

Junghyun Kim (Sookmyung Women’s University)
selinainse@gmail.com

This paper investigates how students’ test performance would be influenced after receiving the training of
note-taking skills in TOEFL listening tests. Three different groups of 107 Korean university students were
compared: (1) a previously untrained group that was not allowed to take notes during the listening test, (2) a
previously untrained group that was allowed to take notes during the listening test, and (3) a previously trained
group (i.e., the experimental group) that was allowed to take notes during the listening test. The researcher had
given the experimental group two lectures on effective note-taking strategies of iBT TOEFL listening
comprehension tests employing the contents of the test preparation book by Lee (2006): the common expressions
used in lectures, and the specific note-taking strategies such as summarizing, note-taking process, symbols, and
abbreviations. The research question of the study was, “How would performance be affected given note-taking
allowed conditions after the students’ taking lectures on effective note-taking strategies?” Two hypotheses were
made; (1) the learners will perform better when they are simply allowed to take notes given the typical academic
listening situation (Zara, 2005 ; the pilot study by the researcher in 2007), and (2) the learners will perform better
or feel comfortable when they are allowed to use both L1 and L2 (Barbier et al., 2006; Dunkel, 1988). To analyze
the main effects of the study, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. Surveys and interviews were also done to
examine the research question. The results of this study were somewhat mixed. First, as hypothesized, the groups
that were allowed to take notes performed better in listening comprehension tests than the group that was not
allowed. Second, even after receiving note-taking training, students did not show significant improvement of the
test performance. Furthermore, some memories or habits of note-taking training impaired their test scores. Even
though many participants admitted the benefits of note-taking strategies, lack of practice time of note-taking skills
or insufficient time for taking notes while testing was the main cause for the absence of its positive effect. Because
the current iBT TOEFL allows note-taking throughout the entire test session, the note-taking skill which was not
important in the past now assumes a greater importance. Future research will need to investigate the effects of
more systemic training and more training time. The present research can contribute not only to test preparation
but also to actual academic environments for English learners, especially in EFL contexts.
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Comparison of Japanese and native English-speaking raters’ perspectives on oral English performance

Takanori Sato (Graduate School, Sophia University)
sa_taka 119@live.jp

In oral English performance assessment, it is hot uncommon for native English-speaking (NS) and non-native
English-speaking teachers to act as raters. In this context, it is important and necessary to understand the
difference in their perspectives on learners’ oral performance so that test administrators can choose appropriate
raters according to the intended purposes.

The present study examined how Japanese and NS English teachers assess the overall effectiveness of Japanese
students’ oral English performance. In particular, the study aimed to explore what performance aspects each
group of raters mainly focuses on when judging learners’ overall performance. Four Japanese teachers and four
NS teachers were asked to rate three monologs of 30 undergraduate college students; then, their scores and
written comments were analyzed and compared. First, the raters were asked to assign a single score (1 to 6) for
each monolog on the basis of their intuitive judgment of the performance (labeled as overall communicative
effectiveness). Following this, the teachers were provided with five analytic rating criteria—grammatical
accuracy, fluency, vocabulary range, pronunciation, and content elaboration/development—and asked to assign
scores for all the monologs. Finally, they were requested to write what aspects they focused on most when
assessing overall communicative effectiveness. The scores and comments elicited from the two groups of raters
were analyzed to identify the differences in scoring and to examine what aspects contribute to the overall
judgments.

The results showed that the Japanese raters assigned significantly higher scores for all the analytic criteria with the
exception of content elaboration/development, although their overall judgment of the monologs was almost the
same and not significantly different. The scores assigned by the Japanese raters showed that only fluency and
content elaboration/development significantly predicted overall communicative effectiveness. The scores
assigned by the NS raters, on the other hand, revealed that all the five criteria significantly predicted the overall
score, although fluency and content elaboration/development were relatively strong predictors. The raters’ written
comments also showed differences: the Japanese raters paid more attention to aspects that were not directly
assessed by the given criteria.

These results suggest that Japanese raters may prioritize fluency and content when assessing Japanese learners’
overall oral performance and that NS raters may be more sensitive to linguistic aspects (i.e., grammar,
pronunciation, and vocabulary) and take these constructs into consideration in their overall judgment. Thus, the
results of this study contribute to an understanding of the difference in the Japanese and NS English teachers’
perspectives on learners’ oral performance.
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Native and non-native raters’ judgment of English pronunciation at a placement test

Ji Eun Lee (University of lllinois at Urbana Champaign)
lee296@illinois.edu

This study investigated EPT (ESL placement test) raters’ judgments of test takers’ pronunciation, and how their
various teaching experiences and different native language affected on their judgments. The EPT is administered
to international incoming students whose TOEFL score does not meet the campus or departmental cutoff scores
in the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign. The oral section of EPT is designed to measure students’
pronunciation, and employs the group discussion format. 8 raters with different teaching experience and native
language were interviewed, and their responses were analyzed qualitatively. Results showed that native speaker
of English were more severe than non-native speakers of English even though teaching experience had more
effect on their different judgment of test takers’ pronunciation. Among raters, there is no agreed definition of
intelligibility, and factors the raters feel contribute most to intelligibility varied. Therefore, raters’ comments
manifested different constructs of underlying intelligibility and resulted in different rating scales. In addition, it
was shown that raters had different perspective of group discussion format, and how to use group discussion
format efficiently in order to measure students’ pronunciation and intelligibility was suggested.
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Oral Reading Fluency as an Assessment Instrument

Masanori Suzuki (Pearson Knowledge Technologies)
masanori.suzuki@pearson.com

Oral reading, or reading aloud, has a long history in teaching and learning in Japan as a classroom teaching
practice or self-learning method. A number of recent studies (e.g. brain activation studies) have suggested that
reading aloud stimulates parts of the brain important for language development and helps improve general
memory functions. These recent experimental findings have help gain a wider acceptance of oral reading as a
teaching or self-learning method. However, oral reading is rarely used as an assessment tool in Japan.

This presentation argues that oral reading can also be an effective assessment instrument. In the US, oral reading
fluency (ORF) is defined as “the ability to read a text quickly, accurately, and with proper expression” (National
Reading Panel, 2000). Reading passages out loud fluently with proper expression involves the reader’s ability to
recognize whole words rapidly and effortlessly and to express the meaning of the passage using appropriate
pausing, intonation, and phrasing. Three measurable aspects of oral reading ability that contribute to ORF are
reading rate (words correct per minute), reading accuracy (words correct/words attempted), and expressiveness
(appropriate pausing, intonation, and phrasing). Together, these provide a barometer of a student’s literacy, and
can provide an early warning if the student begins to fall behind.

Traditional ORF assessment requires individualized testing using “pencil and paper” in which a teacher follows
along with a student who reads a passage. However, this is very time-consuming. A computerized oral reading
fluency testing system has been developed to automatically and efficiently evaluate the reader’s oral reading
performance. The automated scoring system uses speech processing technologies and can report on the three
measurable aspects of the performance: reading rate, reading accuracy, and expressiveness and pausing.

The presentation describes a validation and usability study which involved the test development team together
with a US local school district and then demonstrates how the assessment tool saved teacher time, gave feedback
and encouragement to students, created a digital portfolio of students’ reading performances, and could potentially
involve parents in the process of reading together with their children. It will also report on the relation between
ORF and language learning progress, in the context of an assessment taken annually by up to 4 million children in
the US alone.

The presentation concludes with suggestions for using such an automated ORF test in the context of Japan to
create a standard for English education in Japan.
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Do Test Practice and Keyword List Help Oral Summary Test Performance?

Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University)
cldwtr@mx.ibaraki.ac.jp

The purpose of this cross-sectional study is to compare participants’ performance on an oral summary task (story
retelling based on reading a passage) and to test the viability of predictions derived from two hypotheses, the test
practice effect hypothesis—test practice improves test performance (e.g., Bygate, 2001)—and the robust testing
context hypothesis—test performance resists influences from manipulations of test task features (e.g. Twashita et
al., 2001).

Eighty-two university students registered in three EFL classes participated in the study. All participants took a
speaking proficiency test (TSST) approximately two weeks before oral summary test task. Participants practiced
the oral summary task in class, and it was part of their final tests. The participants were divided into two groups.
Each group was instructed to perform three summaries in a quiet room. All participants orally summarized one
passage given on the spot (the impromptu condition) and another passage that they practiced at home using a
self-selected keyword list (the fully-assisted condition). Moreover, when summarizing an additional passage that
participants practiced at home, group 1 participants was not allowed to use the keyword list (the practiced
condition). Group 2 participants summarized a new passage using keywords created on the spot (the
keyword-assisted condition). Three passages used for summary were counterbalanced across candidates.

Three trained raters rated audio-recorded performances for fluency, accuracy, and content using a three-item
rating scale. The four-facet measures assessing participant’s ability, item difficulty, rater severity, and passage
difficulty were constructed using the Rasch analyses. Two mixed-design repeated ANOVAs (3 conditions x
proficiency levels) were run for testing differences between the performances of participants across the four
conditions.

The results indicate that although there were no differences in two contrasts of conditions (the keyword-assisted
vs. the impromptu and the practiced vs. the keyword-assisted), other four contrasts were statistically significantly
different. Proficiency was also statistically significant but no interaction was found. What this means is that the
findings support some predictions derived from each of the two hypotheses and that neither of the hypotheses is
superior in explaining all the results. One notable finding is that the use of keyword list positively influences
performance /only/ when accompanied by practice. In other words, without practice, keyword list does not seem
to benefit the oral summary test performance; it merely seems to provide psychological security.
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IEAR ¥ CRIRERRRTE)
WP e EEESERERT)

TAT 4 T DOFHRRHIN—TY) » 7 BT 5 Z L1E, AECEEEOH Dl 701k Z &
IETEARNEEZ BENDEN, FEEOL—T v 7 OIEFEM: « 24P EOREEZ U T ORFZEE) 3 72
VN, ABFGEIE. MTE S —T B3 LT T 7 A 7 4 o Ml TH D —T Y v 7 2009 D
BN VBRI GBS CH D, BARMHIT DA KFEOIGEHILDFE 30 NORT T T 7574 T 4
Tk FTHAANBE 5475, 5HO0HEE (dimensions : %S - BB, ARk, s, ZERE. RRU -
AJRER) B B—7Y w7 2009 7V T 4 BB CRHMm L7z, kA2 7 LA, THE- 4
RFABS AT OSSR, TRRY « ARt IRV CIEE B L SN » 7= b DD, i 4 THHIZOW
TIEEVHBER R O T2, WRIZ, ERLERl—DRT T T 75 4T 4 U Tk U TRA T 4 THEDR
BHNTEHI L7 R E . —7U w7 2009 % VT HARANBE D SHTHIZEHN L 72 /552 ¢
WFE OB EAT T2, ZHUTRA T 4 TBEOREIFHTERZ vz, v—7Y > 2 2009
DR FHIZEMRRECH D, TORER., A T 4 THEOMEHIEHE & T - BB, [0k, KO
[ IR OGN CA BB VR SN2 b 0D, Tk & THRY - AJFis ICBW QO3 B
FERSIERRO HZei o1z, THRY « Alpisi DMV TIE, BRI H- MR T ORER & OF
. RELRO HIAHE THDH RSz, —7F5, HERICEET 5 BARANEEOEH- 24+HE
BXm 7o 2 &b, AT 4 THE & BARNHE CIX MR ORI ERD & 2 ATRetE) VRIE S
Ni-, 728, BARANEE, 3 T4 7HEE S, EDOXIGHEEI T 72T B R = A
MGtk LCRBY ., ZOa Xy NEENRNTTETH S KIEEZAWTONTT5 2 & T, By
Wb & BT MEEE T- T,
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WFET v A OFUHIRD SN ABERORE L 13— 8RR, BRE, ROSERNE2ERIT—

B MR GRS
pika07300@yahoo.co.jp

BrEtesEsE CORlF4,2009) (I2&5E, ARISEOFERBIL 2 2=/ —T 2 V4GE)
& IUGEERBL ITATL, AECIT4tEE Gifl, AR, 1ESC JEED) OFEDES S, BEND
HEDTFERIE OB EHR EIND, 4%, BIGBINIGEERECSURETS T TR N A B S
L, BOERBI~ORMBEEEDOBRRD—f@RO LNHTEA 5, FATIE (B, Weigle, 1998; Wolfe, 1997)
TUE, Pl O E RS DAF SR DR — B M~ D251 L T2 7238, RBROER)
IREERR, BBy &L E ERRIEIEE K STV,

ABIFZE CIIBUBEEAN S & 2 S F ORI SN EZ 0T L, — Bk & Bl D273 2 JFIK 4 DRSSk
FH, QEEAC X DEEDFERE, QFFEHWT I 3 Kb, IRITRERFEL & EEH O
EHREEN IR DL DEEN 10 40 &, ZIBATIR CHGE TR ORFAE 1AL TH Y, AR 25 fd o
DAEGEESCE 6 BFEOSATHIRHINE (WARER, iRk, 1EMES, &) THRRLI, F72 2[E08
v ¥a CORITRASGTIE, T 7T 7GR E2R D32 27 2, FHiEE~ TEREH
Wi )2 HE Lz,

iz 27 DIE LS v ¥ a L OBLIRIN D T v ¥ 2 BT NN a4 T 1558, BUREETIL 3
5 bR SEERIET 1AL, BT, 2 ORITEED E\ B S IR AW ORE © X2 L7z 7= (infit
MS<130), —F, RFLEOSTEAWIITHEAHLLS, FRHIPEMEOIRNE DD infit MS OfERREE
BT, F£7-, A C—BMEICRIT 2FHIEE (mis-fitraters) 137 47226 3441200, FEhFRIE
OIS, BLROE DL SIS EEIR OAFEE RIS O S 3BT 12MER LT 5 ATREMEDS
KO, MRERICBWTL, TR OOHTOmEE, £ LT EREROFEME#ET 2,
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RAE X GOUMERERS)
n.naganuma@tufs.ac.jp

Tk i GONERERS)

HE #T GOUNERERFERERR)

2008 LI TR S AV R AMERE R FIGESE k7 v % —(ELC) Tl & AEDIGETE RO
720, [SGEREFE IR0 7T L) ORMEEI T T0D, a7 L8 Tlle 7—=0 712k DA

Ty MEHIONZ T, A—F 0 IRTA T 4 o TR EDT T 7y MEEEELIRT. A7
FER— R EIT oD, AR, LTHERCOR, 2 4FRRRIZIZ TOEICIP 7 A F&aFElE L, &V iblT,
YE A FHYGE S IIIRIHSGE L U CEE L TV A FEEIT, —EEDOFREEINFEREE L~z
IR CRREL TS,

WEAREERITIE, 2008 FEENTFE x5 & LT, 2 UK E TO 2 FFHDOFEBER A MAA A TEAR— b
T4 UAFHMMZ LY, CEFRIZHERLL 7= [TUFS S5B/XAKR— k| OFITEITo T2, /XAKR— MZIZ
TOEIC T A MRaT#EME LI A= 7L ) —F 0 7D CEFR O L-~YLEi# S vzfh, &
AT 4V TEHET A FBIORAE—F U FRHIIT A b b, CEFR OREEI DN TE i S, AL —
XS ey g LRI, T 4Ty a DR & bICEE S,

A TIZIZ DL H 2o & CEFRICHEILL > O b ARFMBE DO SFET L—L U —7 2595
T-ODOFREEELE LT, TOEIC-IP 7 A & & HIZFi SN7=3FET A7 2 v 7 Can-Do s (=H -

B, 2008) DFEFRAE AT L, KU KREFEFGEHE OSURISHE LTz 7 L— AT — 7 ORFEA~DRE %15
HZLHREMET D, Can-Do FHEFERIE IRT 2 FWREEFE O ST 21TV, TOEIC 7 A h A a7 X7
AT 4 Y TRHET A FB LA B —F U ZRHliT 2 MR E & HIZ, CERF L~L & OBSE) 3T S
Nize 29 LIZIERE D &10A8% [TURS S557 L—LAU—7 | OBIREITV, iHliT A oA
EXRT 07T AOUEZO7RIT TNETN,
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A N R CAT DR FE—REAT A MT—2E2FALEY I 2 b—Y gy —

K B AERERFBREERRAET i &tte 7—=v 79 —1'R)

akiyama@ei.tohoku.ac.jp / akiyama@e-learning-service.co.jp

THETT 47T AR (Computerized Adaptive Test) 1%, ©B23F CEEE v M &SZERT 20EkDT A
MTZEA, 53 LU ORI CRIFRE ORRFE TREN AIE TE | SBRE ORE/ISEV N2 < HE S
D END FHTENLTWD,

Lol KEWEZRIRBINE Ll 4~ OZEBEIIESER 32 CAT IZER LIS WEEZ BN
T& 7=, 8T, HEIEHERIIEDSWZCAT 2, ZOET IV W2B/NTA—H VAT (v I
TV, WIS, THESOLE, RESHEETE, TSR, TA T AN 7 ORI, SEREERIORE
155472 & CAT OBWRH B L 5.2 558542 2 2 b—a Al THRE L., Fsra 5Tk
HIT AN TEALYIaL— g — VAR L,

BRI L7=7 A hORMEE ZBHRT—2 2R L Ty a2l —ya a1 2 &ick BAY V—
Az U T EDOFEORESNAENTTRENZ D Z LN TE D, ZIUTEY, A /"\TAD CAT %
PR SHEEE L, IRRICT AT LN\ 7 FFESHE, CAT DRENZET 5 Z ERAJREE 725,

AV ab—va Y —Md BERBICABT 20T, CAT ORtGEHS LUT A MmO L
JEHVC\‘% 60
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G O AICBWT, BEATFITT A MIESW DR R ST 2 Z LR b s, LI
RiT. B2 57 F 2 hOREILEIE TR ST H bOERFATEN L Y Him 2 )
720352 LIz > TELND (Zwaan & Radvansky, 1998), [DNUEGITT —F 7 AT (WM) N
THEEL S AL, BEFORGUTHT LWHFRIA D, ZO7, HiAFO WM FEIT ORG24
T LR TBOWTEEREHEH S L B2 oD, AV MREFHEET ML D & LIRS
IR AW, W], 22, IREAEEER. HRUBHRICEET % 5 SOMliE A G Eid, L1 & L2 DR
G% L 7= Zwaan and Brown (1996) (235U T, L1 DINAIERRO TN IV IEETH Y . 2 < Ol
IMERFSIVCND Z EDbinoTz, §75 &, FIU EFL FHEF IRV TEH WM BB K E\WEEED
H, ROREZRREPRERE I NDOTIF RN EEZ BND,

F 2T, AWIETIIA X M EEULTET VOFSHA TR S QWO D 8hE D FERRE A L. AAAN
EFL FEEOU —F 0 7 AE Y LIIFRGOBWREEMRE LT, B ERE S 1T, 7% A N E5iE
SHTARIZT F A MR LTCERE ORI 2 0 S 5dE Ch 4, BlRaldELEOFN0 & LT
OEE R L, RICAT Y & U TS N8R RIS TOLIRE O TR RO
DTS & D (1B - I, 2006),

BIFTIGEIRD ) —F 4 w7 2/S T A | RST) IO MAT R, 7% A b & By ik
TR LTz, RSTIZL» THIE SN WM IZ K D38 % 2 BRECOFE L=, FATHFSEICHE > Clh
AR ORE R A o — NME L, WIS & ICERR T AT 72 (Zwaan & Brown, 1996), %D
FER, FATO WM DB ERRIT G- 2 DA BN 2o T2,
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A —FITRIT B B Ol - BRELEND

R B GRBRRSTREEER)
VES05671@nifty.ne.jp

A0 B, A —FI2BIT D BARNERAD H CEHl Z24 S OV BB X 2 0%H%
AREET A2 ETHD, FE (2010) TiE, Messick (1996) DEYPEOPSHAIIHEEDSE, A —F
\ZBUT D HERHMEOZLMEORBGEET T 72, TOFER, BB OIE, ZEFHMEOMAFHRIE S T
TN E 00, HOFHIZ S & DFREDZAMEDTRD Hivle, AT ZORBRIIESE, 1) A
FHCEBNTT v vz « B VT PRIV EHNZ LA BRI R ond )y, 2) B
CRHIEDOZ LGP DWW TAERIT ED L 5 Bk aFr-o T oy, 3) A, BCfHMbicizED LS
IREESIN B D B ZTWADN, D 3 EICHOWTHREETT O,

TR AANEIRE 52 L5 SBICERI S, AV —F 51T T-1%ICRFEETH O, FOftho
LRI EEHE, HEIIHEFM A T o7 2 TOARE—F LEMEOK T4, 7o /r— RS Ehi
Lz, RS HIEE LTI va « BTN E T 7 — M atT o7,

FORER, 1) 1Z2OWT, BT A TTIHISINRWEHEE LIZAEfET 5480, ENoOAEMEIDE, &
EEFEEOEVEMEIT B Al AR D, BEEE R OVARET A Rl E R < oo DB R ST,
Fl=T 2 — MG, HOFHIORBIMECEIEICEEINDINE 9072 E, THRGHnZ L7-AfE
I B I TH CRHMIOZ4 AL R > TV 2 L b bo Tz, 2) 12201, AL
FHfiA B BEN D ERUIEHI & B2 T DEERZNL OO, FHlN EBIITH D Z LSRR
DI=OZE TG LN E B X CWDAEEG LD E eoTz, 3) IO\, ACRHEZE A%y
DA —F DOHFRRRIENC T COREMEIE L THER LTZY, HOHHMEZ &3 L CHEE g
GRS L L2 03 AN R BT,
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Workshop Information (U—2 3 3 v 7OE#R)

A207 B (ABR2 )
YBT3 TECIE T YA VB HIINT

B = HF & EGESRER)
O B AR (FBRF)
Gl W GRBRRFERESAE)

HEF : 2010429 H 10 H (&) 15:00—17:00

AT - BRI RSE A207 #hE (AR 2 BE)

£+ 500 M

EE 304 (Ff LiAAIE)

SIS © SPSS T 1 St E BT A T o122 LB D EE L

A
LB a—HDIRNHET, D a L B a—R a2 LA 7 ) —2 & BN FEEZFO0FET,
SPSS Zfif~ 7= FEE ORI L H Y F9 DT, SPSS R HD HIIFD AL B a—2 i TS E S
VY BEFL TRV, 2 B a—X 2R S SN OB > T2 0, BIDOAZ ) —2 % R,
THIEEZ R TN Z 8y £9,

WL

1. 3 JchdE Bt oA
2. 3TACE D FME S
3. HbrFEH

(1) xHEdH D XSS D X K72 LOSHT

(2) XPd D XHGH7R L X 67 LT

(—HB, v H v 7 AEFRT D HEERNTT5)

4. 3TTRCES O OHMEDHTT LR
5. BEEULE

LA :

SHELOH X, LTFOE#RE B2, 8 H 29 H (H) £ TIO/NRSEIC EE S 7230y, 7272 L,
TEBIZE L TWOZRWEAIZIT Y SN AIGE T,

BDICEMAWEEEET L U= g v ORI LT 20 £3, 72K SADBH
LiAraBREH L TR £,

WU—7 a7 O LIARRHZEE AL TEE0,
Q) K4 Zia

(2) 2 H SPSS ZFiZ S ET FFBT& 5% - TERW
@) LTt affi~7=Z Lidd ) £37 HDbDZZT TIZENY,
(@) 1 JChACE O (b) 2 FERLE BT
(0) 3 JThALE kT (d) oM OroAmcBIR 5 2 & T B4RRIID)

@) (T BRI Y £ 2
(6) U—2 3 v AR L TIA SRS Y E LELBEE B,

H LIAADESE (FTREZ2 71 e-mail 23V < 7230
/MR R e-mail: koizumir@tokiwa.acjp  T310-8585 ZMEIEAT T RN 1-430-1 AR RCAERRSEES
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Access to the Conference Venue (Toyohashi University of Technology [TUT])
To JR Toyohashi Station

to Gifu

Sea of Japan

Fukuoka

'Talu:'.'a
Toyohashi
Nageyam
Kyobo

Qsaka
Pacific Ocean

Traffic Access

o Mikicabl 1.C. .
W By railway

* IR Tokaido Shinkan=zen,
Toyohashi Station. (Tokyo -
Toyohashi, 2 h 30 min.)
* Meitetsu Line, Toyohashi
Station. (Nagoya - Toyohashi, 50
min.)

W By air
* Chubu International Airport.
(The airport - Toyohashi Station,
Meitetzu Line, 86min.)(The
airport - Toyohashi Station,
Limousine Bus, 98 min.)

S N By bus
T— * Tokyo Station - Toyohashi
JR  Toyohashi - ([ Station, 4 hours.
. ) * ;
Station . Tovotetsu Bus, Toyvohashi

Station. - GIKADAI-MAE ( The
University ), No.2 bus stop, 25
, e min., 430 Yen. Time Table ( in
etighensRi - Japanese )
i W By car

e * Tomel Exprezsway Toyokawa
1.C. - Toyohashi City, Route 151
and Route 1, 35min.
* From Toyohashi City to The
University, Routes 1 and 259,
and Prefectural Highway 405, 25
min.
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RIF~ADT R
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HHESE

B@EmLY
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HEMAREICT
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HFE
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i B & BB £ T30 EEAFRE P00 EEAFRE Y000
HURE & MIBER 3 T O D THINS -

Z =¥ THI355} P e DR B
Fili R A & B E TR Pl THI50 51 meEsi e
HIAEY & BB THI30% = R
B4R A 5 ERER 3 TR TS50 55—/ %09

BiEEWEE AT
HBEBHEN2EAHEING %éﬁ%::F%?-::J____EQ;QE___ 2?%%§§A
B 2 BRI R mewml\m—w\ ; yu| HiHH
[HiFERET] TR FrEeFEs355 HERAE mER | T '
SRR A 5T ~8.2km 493057 =
(EHEB~ 1Rk #93,0001) i
mFil

FRHALC. £ 22X BNILC.A 649 1 B¥H \

From JR Toyohashi Station to the Conference Venue (Toyohashi University of Technology)

(1) Get out of

EENSE B e

51
S=Z

Tl

mril

F=uia

Toyohashi  Station

mEER from the east exit.
—
RO | R
1. |
I [T 1
| ?_S‘H'Jb'l
T By
ﬂfiﬂi - (2) Go downstairs and take
(7] | —

a bus from Gate 2. All

3. Lo ]

\ ﬁ buses leaving from Gate 2
\ J;f £ ) /’"‘\ are bound for the university.

Get off at “Gikadai-mae” or
university. The trip takes
around 35 minutes.

SRR BBDKFET
SRR 2T, BBRE TV £7, 2FORY HTRRITRY £9, 2HBORDIENLDARRE

R

e LET, #3543 T THRRAET 1T8E £d 430 M),
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Bus Timetable (/ \AFRZIZR)

Toyohashi
Station

Toyohashi
Station

(BT EOW| Ll R foll |k 9T [ miEH| [EEH] U7 | EEE] Rl SRl Gl | Eon] B
i L 1] W | iR R W i L]
6:58 | 710 | 712 | T4 | 717 | T:22 6:34 | 636 | 6:39 | 6:41 | 6:53
7:30 | 7:43 | T:45 | 7:47 | 7:50 | 755 6:57 | 6:59 | 7:02 | 7:04 | 7:16
7:55 | 8:08 | 8:10 | 8:12 | B:15 | 8:20 | »— | 8:25 TA2 | AT | 79| 722 | 724 | T:37
8:15 | 8:28 | 8:30 | 8:32 | 8:35 | 8:40 T35 | 740 | 742 | 7:45 | 7:47 | 8:00
8:35 | 8:48 | 8:50 | 8:52 | 8:55 | 9:00 | =— | 9:05 &02 | 807 | 800 | 812 | 814 | 827
8:59 | 912 | 914 | 916 | 919 | 924 8:22 | 824 | 8:27 | 8:29 | 842
9:00 | 9:22 | 9:24 | 9:26 | 9:29 | 9:34 | 9:37 8:38 | —»—| 2:43 | 8:48 | 8:50 | 8:53 | 8:55 | 9:08
9:29 | 9:42 | 9:44 | 9:46 | 9:49 | 9:54 | 9:57 [10:02 900 | 905 907 | 9:10 | 9:12 | 9:25
9:48 |10:02 | 10:04 | 10:06 | 10:09 | 10:14 [10:47 918 | ——| 923 | 9:28 | 9:30 | 9:33 | 9:35 | 948
10:09(10:22 | 10:24 | 10:26 | 10:29 | 10:34 [10:37 | 10:42 940 | 9:45 | 9:47 | 9:50 | 9:52 [ 10:05
10:39(10:52 | 10:54 | 10:56 | 10:59|11:04 [11:07 9:54 | 957 | 10:02| 10:04[ 10:07 [ 10:09( 10:22
11:09(11:22 | 11:24 | 11:26 | 11:29 | 11:34 [11:37 [ 11:42| (1O 10:23( 10:26( 10:31| 10:33] 10:36| 10:38| 10:51
11:39(11:52| 11:54| 11:56 | 11:59 | 12:04 [ 12:07 101 (10244 | 10:49( 10:51| 10:54 )| 10:56| 11:09
1209 (1222 (12224 12226 [ 122291 2:34 (1 2:37 (1242 [T [ 116 11:19] 11:24| 11:26) 11:29| 11:31 [ 11:44
12:39(12:52 | 12:54 | 12:56| 12:59|13:04 [ 13:07 111 (1144 11:48( 11:51] 11:54) 11:56| 12:09
13:09(13:22 | 13:24 | 13:26 | 13:29 | 13:34 [13:37 (1342 N211 [1216{ 1219 12:24| 12:26| 12:29| 12:31 [ 1 2:44
13:39(13:52 | 13:54| 13:56 | 13:59 | 14:04 [ 14:07 1241 (12:44( 12:48( 12:51| 12:54)| 12:56| 13:09
14:09(14:22 | 14:24 | 14:26 | 14:29 | 14:34 [ 14:37 [ 14:42] 1301 [ 1316 13:19] 13:24| 13:26) 13:29| 13:31 [ 1344
14:39 ( 14:52 | 14:54 | 14:56 | 14:59 | 15:04 [ 15:07 1341 (1344 13:48( 13:51] 13:54 )| 13:56| 14:09
15:09(15:22 | 15:24 | 15:26 | 15:29 | 15:34 [15:37 [15:42| | 14101 [ 14:16( 14:19] 14:24| 14:26) 14:29| 14:31 [ 14:44
15:39(15:52 | 15:54 | 15:56 | 15:59 | 16:04 [ 16:07 14:41 (14:44 | 14:49( 14:51| 14:54 ) 14:56| 15:09
16:09(16:22 | 16:24 | 16:26 | 16:29 | 16:34 [16:37 [16:42] | 1511 [15:16( 15:19( 15:24| 15:26)| 15:29| 15:31 [ 15:44
16:39 | 16:53 | 16:55| 16:57|17:00|17:05 | —=— [17:10 1541 15:44 | 15:48( 15:51| 15:54 )| 15:56 | 16:00
17:19(17:33|17:35|17:37 |1 7:40 | 1 7:45 [ 17:48 16:11 [ 16:16] 16:19| 16:24| 16:26) 16:29 | 16:31 [ 16:44
17:39(17:53|17:55|17:57| 18:00 | 18:05 | —=— [18:10 16:41 | 16:44 | 16:49( 16:51) 16:54| 16:56| 1 7:11
17:59(18:13|18:15| 18:17|18:20 | 18:25 [ 18:28 1TAG( 1721|1724 1729|1731 [ 1 T:34 [ 1 T:36 [ 17:51
18:19(18:33| 18:35)| 18:37 | 18:40 | 18:45 1741 (1744 17:48( 17:51| 17:54| 17:56| 18:10
18:39(18:53 | 18:55| 18:57| 19:00 17:58( ——| 18:03| 18:08| 18:10) 18:13| 1&:15[ 1829
18:59(19:12 | 1914 19:16|19:19| 19:24 18:21(18:24(18:29( 18:31] 18:34) 18:36| 18:50
19:19(19:32 | 19:34 | 19:36 | 19:39 | 19:44 18:38( ——| 18:43| 18:48| 18:50| 18:53| 18:55(19:08
19:39(19:52 | 19:54| 19:56 | 19:59 | 20:04 1911 (1914 1919 19:21] 19:24) 19:26| 19:39
20:05(20:17 [ 20:19| 20:21 | 20:24 19:54(19:58( 20:01 | 20:04 | 20:06| 20:19
20:30 | 20:42 [ 20:44 | 20:46 | 20:49 | 20:54 20:15| 20:18( 20:23| 20:25] 20:28| 20:30| 2043
21:05(21:17(21:19[21:21 | 21:24

After the conference, the shuttle bus will take you free of charge to the Toyohashi Green Hotel, which is at a
two-minute walking distance from the east gate of JR (Japan Railway) Toyohashi Station.

REE TR, BBELHOBEZ ) — R 70 (R SEHUT<) T BEOFE LY S22 BN
72LELIEOTIFIH TRV,
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Direction from the Bus Stop to Building A((FEM M5 ABET)
Follow the black arrow in the map. The venue is mere 100 meters away from the bus stop.(100 *—KJLIFE . KEIEBYIZHHEALTEELN,)

£ 53 %z |
| EBE

JLTA
Conference:
Building A

Guards, Office [ st
- ards, Office .

= 'I-:'_q '- B,
o T mEmes e

5 -
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Building A, 1st floor

» v - Room 108
[ a-113 : The 3rd Presentation Room
W=
g5 |17
i |- _
| EET24 I
- ' Room A106
Room 110

The 2nd Presentation
Room

The 4th
Presentation
Room

Vending
Machine

Room A111

B 6 1
The 5th (E ) i ra—— 5§ 5ol
Presentation Gi)
Room

In front of A105

Registration, Commercial
Exhibits

Room A109
Committee Meetings,
Headquarter

Room A105
Lounge

Room Al114

The 1st Presentation
Room

Room A101
Opening & Closing
Ceremony, Keynote Speech,
Symposium
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Building A, 2nd floor

— v 1
A-209 BE | a-208
THH & m#=s T

A207 H=
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Commercial Exhibits (BRHELZE)

BREtE e 5—=v 7Y —EX
e Learning Service

http:/Mmwww.e-learning-service.co.jp/index.html
(Commercial exhibits can be found in front of Room A105.  A105 Z=ET CERAH D £7)

AASEET A M2 (LTA) 5 1410 (2010 4EEE) 2EWTFEREIER M
Handbook of the 14th Annual Conference of the Japan Language Testing Association

FATH 201049 H1 H
FAT  BARSRET A MFE (LTA)
SR RE 2 (RRE R SR

¥ T389-0813 EEFIRTHIHA =758
TEL: 026-275-1964 FAX: 026-275-1970

E-mail: youichi@avis.ne.jp
Mt - EEWEREIATEREES

il : () 2=4> « 71L&
T380-0815 [HFUREEF AL T 2152

TEL: 026-235-6236 FAX: 026-235-6258
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