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. ConferenceSchedule Overview
Septembet 9, 204 (Friday)

| 16:30 1830 | BoardMeeting (Urban Hotel MinamKusatsi) |
SeptembeP0, 204 (Saturday),1stand 2dfloors, FOREST HOUSEBKC, RitsumeikarUniversity
850 Registration (First Floor Lobby
9:30 945 Opening Ceremony (F20%)
9:45 11:.00 | Keynde Speech (F20%)

11:10 11:40 | Presentatioh

1145 1215 | Presentatiof

1215 13:45 | Lunch Break (JLTA Committee Meeting$:108
13:45 14:15 | Presentatiofil

14:20 1450 | PresentatioiV

14:55 1525 | Presentatiol (Institutional MembePresentations)

1525 1545 | Break (F109

1545 1715 | Symposium (F20%)

17:20 17:40 | Closing Ceremony (F204)

1740 18,00 | JLTA General Business Meeting (F209)

1830 2030 | Banquet (3rdfloor, Epoch Ritsumei 31
Comnercial Exhibits: 1stfloor hallway

Lunch Room for Partigipants & Participantsd Lounge
F1QL (Pleasaiseonlythis room for lunch.)
(Free refreshmengseavailablen Room F10)

Headquatrters: F107

SeptembePl, 204 (Sunday
930 1230 PostConference Workshop(Conducted idapanese)
Theory and Practice of Computer Atize Test
8 JCAT (Japanese Computerized Adaptive Test)
Shingo MAI (University ofTsukuba)
Youichi NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College)
(AC11, 1stfloor, ACROSS WING, Biwako Kusatsu CampuRitsumeikarUniversity)

Program of the 18th JLTA Annual Conference

September B, 204 (Saturday)
850 Registration (First Floor LobbyFORESTHOUSE
Conference Attendanéee:  JLTA Members¥1,000
Non-members¥3,000 (Student¥1,000)

9:30 945 Opening Ceremony(F204 2nd floorFORESTHOUSH
CoordinatorEmiko KANEKO (University of Aia)
Greetings:  Yoshinori WATANABE (JLTA PresidentSophiaJniversity)
Yu HIRATA (Graduate School of Language Education and Information
SciencdLEIS]|, Ritsumeikan University)



945 11.00 Keynote SpeecliF204 2nd floorFORES HOUSE

1115

12:20

1345

15:25

1545

Coordindor: Yoshinori WATANABE (SophiaJniversity)
Title: Validity, ValidationandDevelopmentBuilding andOperationalizinga Comprehensivéodel
Lecturer: Barry @ULLIVAN (British Council)

1220 Presentationd and Il
(Presentatiar0 mirutes; Discussion10 minutes) (F102106, F109F111)

13:45 Lunch
Lunch Room foParticipantsE101
JLTA Comnittee MeetingsF108
1525  Presentations Il and |V and Institutional MemberPresentations (V)

(Presentatiar20 minutes; DiscussionlO minutes) (F102106, F10-F110)
1545  Break (F10)

1715  Symposium(F204 2nd floorFORESTHOUSE
ThemeSpeakingAssessmetfibr EFL LearnersHow Canit Encouragd hemto Speak?
CoordinatorAkiyo HIRAI (Universityof Tsukuba
PanelistTomoyastAKIYAMA (BunkyoUniversity)
ThePossibilty of IntroducingSpeaking Tests Int®eniorHigh School Entrance
Examinations
PanelistEmiko KANEKO (University of Aizy)
Validity andPracticalityof UsingACTFL-RelatedSpeakingTestsor Japanese EFL
Learners
PanelistAkiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukubp
Toward aPracticalSpeakingAssessmertbd FacilitateLearningn theClassroom
DiscussantBarry GBULLIVAN (British Council)

17220 1740  Closing Ceremony(F204 2nd floorFOREST HOUSIE

Coordinatoryo | N6 NAMI ( Shi baura Institute of

1740 1800  JLTA General Business MeetingF204 2nd floor FOREST HOUSIE

Selection of the chair
Reporter Rie KOIZUMI (JLTA Secetary Generaljuntendo Universly

1830 2030 Banquet(3rd floor, Epoch Ritsumei 21

CoordinatorYuko SHIMIZU (RitsumeikarUniversity), Hideki IMURA (Prefectural
University of Kumamotp

Te
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Presentation Overview

Time | Pat Room1 Room2 Room3 Room4 Room5 Room6 Room
(F209 (F102 (F103 (F109 (F15) (F109 (F110 7
(F11)
9:45
Keynote speech - - - - - - -
11:00
11:0 | |
BATTY
- - HSU STEWART NAKAMURA | MCDONALD
11:40
1145 | |l HOLSTER
THRASHER | DUNLEA LAKE GIBSON
SATO
1215 PELLOWE
13:45 | Nl
MCLEAN
1415 - TAKANAMI IIMURA SHIM* KRAMER
i
1420 | IV
MERSIADES
1 _ KOIZUMI LEE* TAKAMURA KRAMER
=0 SAWAKI YAMANOI MCLEAN
KOBAYASHI
1455 | V
He &
1525 — . CIEE =l . f;:n ©) R
1
1545
Symposium
17:15
*Invited Paper
Presentdion Details
F204
Chair  Keynote speech Yoshinori WATANABE (SophiaJniversity)
Keynote speech summanKei MIYAZAKI (Keio Senior High School)
Symposium summary  Katsuyuki KONNO (Shizuoka Institute of Scierarad Technology)
Part Presenter (Hiliation) Title (Page)
Kevnote speech Validity, Validation and Development
Lye o tpu Cer: Barr O6SULL.I Buiding and Operationéizing a
' y Comprehensivéodel (p. 15)
IV See thé’resentation Overview(pp. 8-11)

Symposium

Coordinator: Akiyo HIRAI  (University of Tsukuba

Panelists:
Tomoyasu AKIYAMA  (Bunkyo University)
Emiko KANEKO (Universityof Aizu)
Akiyo HIRAI (Universityof Tsukuba

Discussant: Bar ry O6SULLI VAN

(

Speaking\ssessmerfibr EFL Learners
How Canit Encouragd hemto Speal?

(pp.16-19)




Room1 (F102

Chair  Partll Katsuyuki KONNO (Shizuoka Institute of Science and Technology)
Partll | Rintaro $\TO (Nara Unirersity of Education)
PartlV Yasuhiro MAO (Osaka University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
1
The Occurrence and the Success Rate ofrsted
Il Rintaro \TO (Nara University of Education)| SelfRepair Depending ohi¢ Grammatical Difficulty
of Triggers(p. 20
. L Spelling Knowledge: Some Missing Skills in EFL
1 Sachiyo TAKANAMI (Toyo University) Learnerso6 Voc@mlhl ary A
SeniorHigh SchoolS u d ®ancepsiods and'se of
I\ Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University) TestPerformancd-eedback irscoreReports in the
Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University) Global Test of English Communication for Students
and the Eikelp. 22
Room2 (F103
Chair  Partl
Partll
Partlll Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University
Part IV Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
| ( $fi 42) veo, | —
( efi %)) — (p-23
" i . - #2 «fiH D= v
1 . o) — " em¥ F Pfi « -
! 2AN=02L @ | AGfiKi Omms o
(p-29
L N | RelationshiBetweeriTaskDifference andestTaking
M E:?rfll;mcl)lg)u RA (Prefectural - University o Srategies in Multiple-Choice Listenng Tests: A
QualitativeSudy (p. 25
v WonKey LEE (Seoul National University d Creativity-Fostering Assessment of English at Schq
EducationKoreg Why and Howp. 26)
v CIEE 'am¥ o fi~ 420 Criterion® o
(p.49

*Invited Pajer



Room3 (F104)

Chair Partl
Partll
Partll |

PartlV

Tetsuo KIMURA (Niigata Seiryo University)
Tetsuo KIMURA (Niigata Seiryo University)
Hiroshi SHIMATANI (Kumamoto University)
Hiroshi SHIMATANI (Kumamoto University)

Part

Presente(Affiliation)

Title (Page)

Tammy Hueilien, HSU (Fulen Catholic
University, Taiwai

Increasing Transparency of Test Results: An
Effect-Driven Approach for aCollege EnglishExit
Test in Taiwarfp. 27)

Randy THRASHER (Professor Emeritu

Internatiacal Christian University)

Tests That Teach: Against tbeualView ThatTesting
andTeachingAre Two CompletelyDifferent Activities

(p.29

KyuNam  $IM*  (Cheongju National

Universityof Education Korea)

An Analysis of the Assessment Tasks Used e
Primary School English Textbooks in Kofpa?9)

Michael MERSIADES Kyoko TAKAMURA,

I\ Shiniji YAMANOI, Natsukq KOBAYASHI | Relating the CEFR to the Computerized Assess
(Japan Institute for Educational Measuren| System of English Communication (CASE)30)
( )
v n n CF gr00 T v ®, CASEC
-=™= (p.49
*Invited Pape
Room4 (F106)
Chair Partl Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology)
Partll Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology)
Partll |
Part IV
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
| Aaron Olaf BATTY (Keio University) Examining Rater and Spekgp Effects on the
Jdfrey STEWART (Kyushu Sangyo University)| Objective Communicative Speaking Tgs81)
RaterLanguagddackground an&coring Validity in
. ” . the Assessment @poken andNritten Performances
Il | Jamie DUNLEA (British Counci) of TestTakersFro(r?DiverseLinguistic Backgrounds
(p-32
¢fiad |CEFR @ fii ' wmvofi~ 4 @HD
N |[Zmono' fi sfi «fia  To3K'  pe— < —
¢fi 20 (p.33
( )
( ) 2 —v @& 8 - #
v ( ) - o< — (P.
( ) 34
( ) .
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- - A (0.4




Room 5 F109

Chair  Partl Yo INGNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
Partll Yo INGNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
Partll
PartlV
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
| Keita NAKAMURA (Eiken Foundation g Evaluating thelmpact ofVertical Scaling of Eiken
Japan) TestUsing the Raschlodel (p. 35
Trevor A. HOLSTER( Fuk uok a
University) .
Il | J.W. LAKE (Fukuoka Jogakuin University) gzg&n'\gasngg:gtgg Rasch Measurement to Mea
Wililam R. FELLOWE (Kindai University '
Fukuoka)
3 — Yolb> —
il eo L 1= ITM-|| — Y% k==
1T —Pee=' pfiss -
L -=1 (p37
§fi 2D — ve - A
v i — (3
Vv L. OHD « fi = v ® TSST— o
(p.46)
Room6 F110
Chair  Partl Tomoko RJJITA (Tokai University)
Partll Tomoko RJJITA (Tokai University)
Partll Yo INGNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
PartlVV Yo INGNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
. How Do Monolingual and Bilingual Versions of tl
I Kurtis MCDONALD (Kobe College) \ocabulary Size Te€omgre? (p. 39)
" Aaron GIBSONKyushu Sangyo University) I(E{e#ICI(J;JaZr(;?VocabularySze From Test ScoresWith
Stuart MCLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University
m of Medicine) Investigating University Student  svVécabulary Szes
Brandon KRAMER (Momoyama Gakuir and the VST(p.41)
University)
Brandon KRAMER (Momoyama Gakuir
IV University) TheCreation and/alidation of a.isteningVocabulary
Stuart MCLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University LevelsTest (p.42)
of Medicine) '
o OHD «fi~8 wmwofial —#9%
Vv H= sfin o Rfi o EI" =i ¥ ® 8, Progress — o 4|(p.46)
Room7 F111
Chair  Partl Sooeim LEE
Partll Soeim LEE
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
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2.From the JLTA Office: Information for C onference Participants

To All Participants
N Please use public transportation to come to the ven
i No smoking is permitted on campus.

Registration

1. The conferece registration site is loealat the lobbyon the first floor of FORESHOUSE

2. The onference attendance fee¥s000 for members (including institutional members) €800 for
nortmembers¥1,000 for mrrmember students). If nanembers apply for membership at the registration
desk, theonference attendaadee will be¥l,000. The JLA annual fee i¥8,000 for a general member and
¥5,000 for a student member; the admission fee for the JLTA membehii.

3. Please wear your conference name card througharifezence.

4. The banquet fee ¥1,000 The banquetgistration is condited atheregistration desk. The banquet will be
heldat Epoch Ritsumei 2{See the campus map orbg).

5. The conference handbook is available atréggstration deskThis year we will nosendit by postin
advancePlease print outif necessary.

Lunch and Paretdci pantsé Lounge
1. PleasauseF101on thelstfloor of FOREST HOUSHor eating lunchet t he Par tdlonctpant sé |
can be purchasedaton-campusonvenience stoat Union Squar€10.:00-17:00).
2. The followingare locations on carap that are open for lunch 8aturday(Opening hours are subject to
change.Pleaseee the Campus Map for the locatiqps52)
Cafeteria aUnion Squarel1:0314:00
C-Cube 12:0019:00
SubwayatCentral Ark  1G:00-17:00
3. Complimentay refreshmentare availablén F101
4. Takuhai(Package delivejyservice is available an onrcampus convenience stare Union Square
(1000-17:00).

Accommodation
We are afraid that we provide no accommodation services through our associat®maiesmrangements by
yourself.

Emergency Contact #/ail Address  rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.j{iRie KOIZUMI)
Received anail messages will be automatically forwarded to her mobile phone.

To Presenters

1. Presenters will have 20 minutes to present tiagier, 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. Ifyou are not a member, please payMBe 000 fAPr esfeet @anti ohr dmedAt(tdedidan
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 are in the room. There isd@ystem and you can play sounds from your computer.

5. LAN internet access is NOT availab

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

7. Ifyou need a letter of invitation, contétie KOIZUM at riekoizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp

o
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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 or
the orebr of the presentations.
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3. Abstracts ( )

Keynote SpeecliF204 9:4511:00
Validity, Validation and Development Building and Operationalizing a ComprehensiveM odel

Barry O BSULLIVAN (British Council)
Barry.O'Sullivan@britishcouncil.org

For too long there has been a misfit leetvtheories of validity and the practices of test development. This misfit

is likely to reflect a critical lack of connection between theorists and developers, which has led to a disjunction
between the practical value of theories of validity on the ang &nd the relevance of validity to the world of test
development on the other. The former issue is most clearly highlighted in the lack of empirical evidence that
theories of validity have, to date, contributed significantly to the developmézettefitests. The latter issue is
highlighted by the fact that only a small number of test developers see the need to generate and make public
evidence of the validity of their tests for uses in particular contexts.

In this paper, | will revisit the sociecognitive model of validation developed over a decade ago and
published by Weir (2005) in order to make explicit the underlying validity theory and to link this to a model of
development, based on Mislevy et al. (2003). In this way, | hope to offer ayattwiéch the three elements of
validity, validation and development are based on a single unified model.

Focusing on the British CourilAptis speaking test paper, | will then demonstrate how it is possible to
operationalize such a unified moddie design, implementation and validation of a test.

Bio

Barry (fBullivan is Head of Assessment Research & Development at the British Council and is Honorary
Professor of Applied Linguistics at Roehampton University, London. He has written two boaks)uemgé
testing,Issues in Business English Tes{igtyP, 2006) antflodelling Performance in Tests of Spoken Language
(Peter Lang, 2008nd two edited volumed.dnguage testing: theories and practicBslgrave, 2011The
Cambridge Guide to Second LangeiafyssessmenCUP, 2012E co-edited with Christine Coombe, Peter
Davidson and Stephen Stoynoff). In addition to his many publications he has presented his work at conferences
around the world. Barry is active in language testing globally and has workedhimigtries, universities and
examination boards. Recent projects include the British C@uAgitis testing service. His current role at the
British Council involves advising on assessment practice around the world, both within the organisation and with
its many partners, associates and clients.



Symposium(F204 15451715

SpeakingAssessment for EFLL earners How Canit EncourageThemto Speak?

(EFL —V E—@H> «fi~ - Arsd 3 < %ER| % )
Coordinator Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)
Paneliss Tomoyasu AIYAMA (Bunkyo University)

Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu)
Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)
Discussant Barry O BSULLIVAN (British Council )

Introduction
Coordinator: Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)
hirai.akiyo.ft @u.tsukuba.ac.jp

A series of ongoing proposals and recommendations tmingiEnglish communication skills corresponding to
globalization were made by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science & Technology (MEXT) in Japan.
These proposalmclude recommendationsuch as conducting the class in English, testingoall $kills in
entranceexams utilizing external language tests for university entrance, and measuring Gzefiests levels.
Under the circumstances, more attention has been given to speaking, and teachers may try hard to provide
students morepportuiitiesto use English. However, when it comes to assessing oral performance it has always
been ahallengalue to the nature of oral performance

The symposiunthus focuses on this challenge from three angles: speaking tests in entzanioation,
external speaking tests, and classrdmased speaking tests. First, Akiyama examines the feasibility of introducing
speaking tests into senior high school entrance examinations by psiygpametri@pproach and by exploring
various stakeholddFpoint of \views. Next, Kanekgrovidesexplanationsabout the American Council on the
Teaching offForeign LanguageqACTFL) related speaking tests such as TSST and SSTexaminesthe
characteristics of examinéggerformancelicited from different types of tedhsks. Lastly, Hai discusses
importantfeatures of classroom assessment and gives examples ef retelling speaking test and its rating
scales can accommodate these features.

The symposiuntouches upon not only the validity and reliability but deogracticality and washback of
different kinds of speaking tests. It is hoped thatdymposiuntan be a place to exchange opinions on how
teachers can conduggieakingassessment more effectively for their students.

14



Paper I The Possibility of I ntroducing Speaking Testsl nto Senior High School
Entrance Examinations

Tomoyasu AKIYAMA (Bunkyo University)
akitomo@koshigaya.bunkyo.ac.jp

The teachinggdelinesfor English issued by thiapanes®linistry of Education (1998 & 2008javestatel that
speaking is one of the most important skills for jurgind seniohigh school students. Despite the emphasis on
the developmenbf speaking skills, thexistingEnglish tests do not include assessmerf speaking skKills.
There is a clear discrepancy betn the aims of thguidelinesand the skills tested in entrareeaminatios.
Thus,this papepresers an investigation of tHeasibility of introducing speaking tests into #restingEnglish
tests of senior high school entrance examination in Japan.

A way to bridge this gap could e introdue speaking testisito the English tesiof senior high school
entrance examinatigra stepthatwould necessitate consideritigevalidity of such test A questionnairsurvey
of teachers and students, aridriviews withgovernmenobfficials and academics responsible for tests, were used
toascert ai n attudea towall® thedimrodaction of speaking teststlagid views onpossible
washback effects on the teaching of Endfléthdy 1) In order taespond to concerns expressed by stakeholders
in Study 1 abouteliability, a possible oral skills component in an existing testdeaslopedand trialledTest
scoreswere analysed focusing on the practicality of thadministrationand psychometric aduacy of
investigating student ability, raters, tasks and items via the Rescdurement (Study 2).

Preliminary findings from Study 2 showed that the speakings tdstelopedwere psychometrically
adequate to measure junior high school studlerd$ skils. However, Study 1 revealed thathile most
stakeholders were positive about the introduction of speakingimaststakeholder grougssome Education
Boardsand senior high school teachiersere not.

This papedemonstratethat validity investigabns need tinclude not onlypsychometric analysksut also
aconsideation ofthe competing values of stakeholders.

Bio
TomoyasuAkiyamais involved in teachingndresearch methods, arahfuageesting.His research interests
includelearnerémotivetion andmindsets as well agalidity investigations dhigh school, university and teacher
employment examinations usitig: Rasch measurement



Paper 2:Validity and Practicality of Using ACTFL-RelatedSpeaking Tests
for Japanese EFLL earners

Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu)
kaneko@uaizu.ac.jp

In 1982, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) developed Oral Proficiency
Interview (OPI), afaceof ace i nterview (or o6direct 09dficiehcg.3He, f or t
ACTFL OPI has grown since then, and now it is conducted in 37 different languages. Unfortunately, however,
direct speaking tests have issues in their practicality because they require trained human interlocutors. As a
substitute of OPI, serdirect versions, simulated OPI (SOPI) and computerized OPI (OPIc), have been
developed. Previous studies show that even though OPI and SOPI are highly correlated, they seem to tap different
traits of test takers.

In this presentation, four speakingtésth at bel ongf atnoi Ityhed 6O¥YCT, FLOPIl c, St
Test (SST) and telephone SST (TSST) are described first. Then the oral performance of three Japanese learners of
English during a direct test, SST, and a compugstiated iFhouse semilired test is compared. Their oral
proficiency levels were Novice High, Intermediate Low and Intermediate Low+, most common levels among
Japanese learners of English. Since SST interviews include monologue and dialogue tag&g,¢breparison
among the sgehes in the serdirect test, the direct monologue task, and the direct dialogue task was possible.

The analyses show that the selirect test elicited longest and most complex sentences from all the three learners,
while lexical richness and density werot affected. Quantitatively, only fluency distinguished these close levels,

but qualitative analyses elucidated subtle differences among lower level L2 speakers more clearly. The analyses
also suggest that the mode of a speaking test may affect intifestitakers differently and that which test mode

to use is not only a matter of practicality.

Bio

Emiko Kaneko is a senior associate professor in the Center for Language Research at the University of Aizu,
specializing in English language acquisitiond ainstruction for EFL learners, with special interest in
teaching/assessment of L2 speaking and phonology. Her Ph.D. in English comes from the University of
Wisconsiri Milwaukee.

1€



Paper3: Toward a Practical Speaking Assessment té-acilitate L earning
in the Classroom

Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)

Classroom speaking tests cardifferentiatedirom tests for entrance examinations or external oral proficiency

tests, such as SST, TSST, and speaking sections of TOEFL iBT, IELTS, and EIKENMeigrégeof formality

and the purposes for which they are used. First, a clasbas®d test is relatively lestakes and it is easier for a

teacher to implement a test and score. Second, the test is more readily integrated into tiedl lpsseides

students withdiagnosticand specific feedback; hopefully students notice some linguistic features and are able to

use them in new contextdhid, it is better for a teacher to creatd@xibly modify a test and its scoring scale, so

that they can let stedts focus on different aspects of oral language according to the aim of the lesson.
Practicalityand washback related issues in additioeltability and validity aspects on classroom speaking

assessment are explored by showing semmairical studies ollected primarily at high schools. In one of the

studies, a total of 56 high school students took the Story Retelling Speaking Test (SRST), a classroom

monologueype speaking test, and then evaluated their performances in pairs using a-typeckdisty scale

without ratertraining. They also took a Telephone Standard Speaking Test (TSST), an external mtymeogue

speaking test which can be taken via telephone. Their scores as rated by their peers and by a teacher were

compared withtheir scores off SST. Theresultsare interpreted regarding thpplicability of peer assessment

among high school students, and show which aspects students are good or not good at assessing. In the

symposiummodified versions of rating descriptors are introduced demeodithe purpose of the class and the

levels of the students.

Bio
Akiyo Hirai is professor of Faculty éfumanities and Social Scien@tniversity of Tsukuba. She received her
EdD from Temple University in 2001 and was a visiting scholar at UGI2A04. Her current intersgbclude
classroom speaking assessment and-$aaje languageassessment, on which she published articles in
Language Assessment Quartetyd some major domestic journd&$ie has also devotberselfto research
methodologyand worked as advisor for sotarguagerganizations
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The Occurrence and the Success Rate of Shiftiated SelfRepair Depending on the Grammatical

Difficulty of Triggers

Rintaro SAT O (Nara University of Education)
rintaro@nara-edu.ac.jp

Errors and mistakes naturally appear in spontaneous speeches and conversations. Especially in a second or foreign
language, it is only natural that they happen as a part of the learning pnottessontexts of a native speaker

(NS)/a nonnative speaker (NNS) and NNS/NNS interactions, NNSs occasionally correct or modify their output to
make it more comprehensible after they detect th@ritied previous utterance. This phenomenon is referred to,

in second language acquisition (SLA) research, amiielfed secompleted repair (Kasper, 1985). The learner
him/herself realizes the trouble source (a trigger) and reacts to it by trying to repair it.

This study examined whether the occurrencetladdsuccess rate of silitiated selrepair by 32 Japanese
senior high school leaners are influenced by grammatical difficulty of triggers (initial errors or mistakes). The
results showed the high success rate oirstidited selfrepair regardlessf grammatical difficulty of triggers,

which implies the importance of creating situations where students emitiatgfto repair their own errors and
mistakes. However, this study should be regarded as a preliminary pilot study because of setierad.lifhie

author welcomes feedback and advice from the audience to improve the study.
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Spelling Knowledge: Some Missing SkilsinEFLE ar ner s6 Vocabul ary Acqui sitioc

Sachiyo TAKANAMI (Toyo University, Part -time lecturer)
sachiyotakanami@gmail.com

This study aimed to diagnose | e austyses o taskk Evenvinl e d g e
Englishspeaking countries, writing correct spellings is a very difficult task, especially for beginner learners. Each

word has three symbolic codes related to Aform ai
(spelling), and meaning (comprehension). Therefore, there are three main skills that we need to consider: decode,
spel |, and comprehend. The purpose of the study i

spelling knowledge relatedtovocadoul y acqui sition and (b) to identify
various types of tests which were developed for the study.

In previous studies, some researchers attempted to categorize learners with several types of skills. Some studies
usedt he term fAireado to refer to both Adecoded and
categories would help us wunderstand | earnersédé we
appropriate instruction to the learners. Therefbieauthor decided to categorize learners with eight types as

follows:

(1) Good decoder, good speller, good comprehender (D+ S+ C+),

(2) Good decoder, poor speller, good comprehender{D+)S

(3) Good decoder, good speller, poor comprehender (D+)S+ C

(4) Good decoder, poor speller, poor comprehender{04,S

(5) Poor decoder, good speller, good comprehend&+0+),

(6) Poor decoder, poor speller, good comprehend&- O+),

(7) Poor decoder, good speller, poor comprehend&+[3),

(8) Poordecoder, poor speller, poor comprehendeCds).

The results of the three experiments showed that the ability to write with correct English spelling is not sufficient
among Japanese EFL learners. The target words in the three experiments weduattdhin more than 30

high school English textbooks. However, it seemed that it was still difficult for students to write correct spellings

(i.e., spell). The results also indicated that almost all of the learners could pronounce the words correctly
permissibly (i.e., decode), which means that there were no poor decodieriiever, aimost all of the learners

could understand the target wordsod meanings (i .e.,
| earner s wer 6oodcdaedoderg mor ispellerdgood sompiehender ES) . 0 A seri es
experiments succeeded in finding out | earnerso6 | ac
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SeniorHigh SchoolS u d ePartetidns andUse ofTestPerformance Feedback inScore Reports in the
Global Test of English Communication for Studers and the Eiken

Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University)
rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp
Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)

Providing feedback on | earnersdé test performance
accurate understanding of their current proficiency levels, promote effective curriculum planning, and help avoid
misinterpetation and misuse of assessment results. This can facilitate the appropriate interpretations and uses of
the test (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 2008). However, few studies in language
assessment research have investidgaiedest takers perceive and use feedback on their test performance. Such
investigation is needed to give test developers and users insights into what and how to make score reports and
convey the information effectively.

The current study qualitativelypeo r t s t est takersd responses toward ¢
provided by two largscale English language tests used in Japan: the Global Test of English Communication for
Students (GTECSS) and the Eiken Test in Practical English Profici&iken). Our research questions are as

follows: (@) How do Japanese senior high students perceive score reports and supplementary materials for
GTECTS and Eiken? and (b) To what extent and how do they use this information for their learning activities?

We interviewed 16 senior high school students in Japan who had taken the two tests and received the score
feedback, asking about their perceptions and use of the assessment results. We interviewed them in groups of
three to four and videotaped the iniems, which were held in Japanese. We then transcribed the interviews and
segmented and coded the data.

The results indicated that although the student perceptions were basically favorable toward the content and format
of the score reports and the supatary materials, the students paid limited attention to detailed results. Most

of them failed to recognize the existence of some supplementary materials and to use the test performance
feedback for their subsequent studies. They also commented onyao¥aspects of the score reports in relation

to design improvement. Although the results of this ssaalk study should be interpreted cautiously, this type of
inquiry can help enhance ties between assessment and instruction and contribute to dsséssmiegt
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Relationship BetweenTask Difference andTest Taking Srategies inM ultiple -ChoiceL istening Tests:
A Qualitative Sudy
Hideki IMURA (Prefectural University of Kumamoto)
orangemaniajp@yahoo.co.jp

This study provides a report on the qualitative research into thekiegtstrategies employedadiiferent tasks

of multiple-choice listening tests (TOEIC). The tasks include the following:

1. NAPRiestcurn @t i on. O-takers hearrogr statements abbuhasplcture andetteen select the one
statement that best describes the sceneetbpidhe picture.

2. AQuespbaonre. 0 -takens hdataiguestidn arstitement amdshear three responses in English.
They then each select the best response to the question or statement.

3. AConver sat iakans.héaohbendialbguds and them ankwer three gudstions about each case
of dialogue.
4 . A T athkkrs hear langes monologues and then answer three questions about each monologue.

The tasks mentioned above are clearly different from each other, and tlierafolge postulated that each task

requires tediakers to use different language skills/strategies or cognitive processing skills to answer each type of
question. To investigate how téakers comprehend listening passages interacting with questibogtims,

retrospective interview protocols were collected from 21 Japanese university students. The transcribed data were

first analyzed independently with respect to each task and then classified into groups in terms of the similarities

and differencebetween the tasks. The results suggested that task difference affettedbest r s d | i st eni n.
and test performance. In other words,testk e r s 6 st r a tclaoigeylistenirgy eéestsiwould vewyl t | pl e
according to each task.
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Invited Paper
Creativity -Fostering Assessment of English at Schools: Why and How?

WonKey LEE (Seoul National University of Education Korea)
wkl@snue.ac.kr

I n Korea the washback effect of the national
an enormous influence on every aspect of teaching and learning at schools. The CSAT assessing only listening
and reading has been given e form of multiplechoice questiofMCQ) test to secure a high level of test
reliability. Because of a cutthroat competition in university entrance, the objectivity of the assessment process and
the reliability of marking are given a top priority, resigtin the validity of the test being played down. This is
like putting the cart before the horse. As a result, now even in elementary schools the MCQ test has become a
standard met hod of assessment. Thi s papsvesatlitadeia gr eat
systematically encouraged in schools, and credinstering is systematically blocked. If passive attitude,
instead of creativity, keeps being encouraged, school education may cease to have hope for the future, because
creativity sems to be one of the key competences that are needed for the future life in the knowledge &
information era.

For this presentation, a research will be conducted using afgplpltjuestionnaire and an intervigype
discussion to about 45 higkdxperieced elementary English teachers. The subjects will be asked to present their
views on creativity and what they do for creatifiigtering and how the creativity fostering English education
can be made feasible in the ordinary English classes. Therapipressed in the delpype questionnaire
will be fully elucidated by an intervietype group discussion with the researcher. On the basis of the research, it
will be investigated and argued why and how creativity can be fostered by school assesstypital EFL
context.
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Increasing Transparency of TestResults: An Effect-Driven Approach for a College EnglishExit Test in
Taiwan

Tammy Huei-Lien, HSU (Fu-Jen Catholic University, Taiwan)
089975@mail fiju.edu.tw

Guided by modern validation framework, language tests are invested with social responsibility as they
incorporate the consequences of test use as part of the construct validity. To guide the tpsbakssigthe
effectdriven approach, (Fulcher & Bidson,2007), requires test designers to think ahead at the outset of the test
design process with regard to the intended beneficial effects that a test may bring to the stakeholders. This study
adopts theeffectdriven approach to guide the design decisions of a college English exit test in Taiwan,
conceptualize desirable effects of the college English exit test deriving from the existing problems, explore
validity evidence for the intended effects, armigase transparency of test results for stakeholders.

The existing problem is the decline of <college si
mandate from the Ministry of Education of Taiwan requires college graduates to reasbnpyofevels

equivalent to at least the Bl level of the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) as an exit
requirement (MOE, 2010). Internally, the research site in this study, a large northern university in Taiwan,
establishes teaching objectvésogener al Engl i sh courses to strengthe
Four intended effects were formulated, with the first three responding to the internal méfidates. the

college English exit test allows shared power and collaboratioredrettesters and target stakeholders to
investigate constructs being measured in theBffstt 2: the test promotes beneficial learning and teaching by

means of linking general English course objectives to test design. Effect 3: the test providesveithdent

diagnostic feedback with a carefully designed language performance profile on the score report. For meeting the
external mandate regarding the CEFR, the last intended effect was: Hiffe¢edt promotes better learning and

teaching outcomes bipking the test and general English course objectives to the CEFR.

Each intended effect determined the test design strategies at each stage and instruments needed. Evidence for the
intended test effects were dr athendesifny aognitived deraands e r s 6
required for the test tasks and course activities, and coherence of the topics between the former. Several findings
supported the first t hr etakingexperentaliretioe pietteStetdates ,s 6s lanhd
studentsd satisfaction with the test design, their
score report, and their support for bridging the gap between general English courses and test design for positive
washback. Faevidence for the fourth intended effect, agdignment workshop was held to familiarize teachers

with the CEFR, examine their challenges with the CEFR, and the role of the CEFR in a Taiwanese context.
Preliminary findi ngs the abgtrgct descriptoreirasorheeof teedevels difficaltdor N o v
conceptualize, the lack of clearly defined contexts where the communication occurs, and their uncertainty in
decomposing the cognitive demands required at each level. This presentation viditadsoathallenges of the

adoption and adaption of the CEFR in Taiwan.
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Tests That Teach: Against theUsual View That Testing and Teaching Are Two Completely Different
Activities

Randy THRASHER (Professor Emeritus International Christian University)
rhthrasher75@gmail.com

Language testers have become interésteelping classroom language teachers develop a deeper understanding

of language testing. This assaociation has been involved in this effort; first by providing workshops for teachers
and now by offering ofine tutorials. However, most of this effort H@sen focused giving teachers the tools and
expertise needed to select or create appropriate tests to evaluate students after a lesson or unit of instruction has
been taught. The testing information we have provided is an improvement over the contentisoiakh
Educational Measurement ( ) course that teacher trainees are
considered very useful by the classroom teachers. The complaint that they are too busy teaching to give tests
continues to be a common ofdis indicates, to me at least, that all of these efforts have not yet led to great
changes in the classroom practice of most language teachers.

This paper argues that, in addition to the teacher education we are already engaged in, we need toshelp teacher
learn to to test while they teach. To show that such tests that teach are possible, three concrete examples of tests
that teach created from exercises or other tasks included in Japanese junior and senior high school English
textbooks are presented.

Thepaper concludes with a discussion of the benefits of such an approach for both classroom teachers and their
students.
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Invited Paper
An Analysis of the Assessment Tasks Used in the Primary School English TextbookKanea

KyuNam SHIM (CheongjuNational University of Education, Korea)
knshim@cje.ac.kr

This study aims to analyze 5th and 6th grade English textbooks and Gemithessvhich are now in use in
the primary schools. This study also sets out to gairdichdr§perceptions on the testing materials presented in
the textbooks and tileacher@guides. In order to conduct the study, through literature review, analysis criteria of
test items were constructed with two angles: test item types and thinkiegspiyes. To investigatacher§
perceptions, a questionnaire consisting of a number ofempgkquestions and some cleseled ones was
administered to over 84 teachers from different areas in Korea.

The results of the study are as follows: First, atnadl the textbooks consisted of two parts of testing
materials: formative test papers were usually provided in the last part of each unit and summative test ones were
presented in the annexed papers. Second, from the angle of test item typeschoigtipipiestions, trdalse
guestions, matching items, and sequencing items were generally used in order to assess the comprehension skills
of English language. Item types askingléaenerslimited production were used in order to assess reading and
writing skills of English. Performance test items usually integrated more than two skills of English such as testing
reading, writing, and speaking skills simultaneously. Third, from the viewpoint of thinking process the learners
might get through when they drdss the test items, the test items usually led the learners to recall items of
language from a short term memory, and to ensure listening and reading comprehension including checking out
simple facts. There were also some frequently used items whisartiees could formulate words and phrases
into larger units such as sentences and dialogs, with learners comprehending the literal meaning of them. Fourth,
the question asking the learners to choose the correct answer among the given options wasemitstited
type of item for theeacherdguides. Fifth, the participating teachers were generally satisfied with the test items
presented in the textbooks andtraeher@guides, but they also put forward a number of opinions relevant to the
issue of proving current test items. Some particular areas requiring further investigation were identified in the
last part of the study.
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Relating the CEFR to the Computerized Assessment System of English Communication (CASEC)

Michael MERSIADES , Japan Institute for Educational Measurement ( )
mersiades@jiem.co.jp

Kyoko TAKAMURA, Japan Institute for Educational Mea surement ( )

Shinji YAMANOI, Japan Institute for Educational Measurement ( )

Natsuko KOBAYASHI , Japan Institute for Educational Measurement ( )

In 2013 and 2014, the Japan Institute of Educational Measurement (JIEM) eagmufedt to relate the scores

from its Computerized Assessment System of English Communication (CASEC) to the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). This presentation will discuss the project, looking at the process
we used to relat€ASEC to CEFR and the reasons why we used that process, the results of the process, and a
discussion of the problems we had during the project and the lessons learned along the way.

The presentation will begi n cbdureforrelatiagtdstyto tilkeCEFRras bi ng
written in Relating Language Examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, Teaching and Assessni@auncil of Europe 2009). After this has been established, the presentation

will explain some of the constraints placed upon the project that forced us to adapt the relating procedure to our
own specific context. For example, it was difficult to gather together the prescribed number of panelists for the
prescribed number of traimgjrhours, so we created an online training course to compensate. Another example

was the need to create our own CEFR descriptor scales to match different parts of the CASEC test. Also, the
facetoface component of the training and the benchmarking preceditrad t o be adapted to
circumstances, especially the detailed procedure for relating specific items to the CEFR.

After the procedure has been thoroughly explained, the results of the procedure will be presented. Attendees wiill
be able t@ee exactly which CASEC score ranges are equivalent to which CEFR level.

Finally, there will be a discussion of the project and the issues that arose during it. Although the project was
ultimately successful, a lack of time and personnel caused probtamesample, time constraints placed a limit

on the number of items that could be benchmarked, and on the number of items used for the standard setting. So
one discussion point will be about how we dealt with this constraint in order to ensure vadid Aastiiier

discussion point will be how we dealt with CASEC Section 4, which is a dictation task and not particularly
conduci ve t-aienteddhdgudge modet t i o n

References
Council of Europe. 200Relating Language Examinations to the Common Earopramework of Reference

for Languages: Learning, Teaching and Assessment
http:/Amww.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Source/ManualRevigmnofreadFINAL_en.pdf. Accessed July 2013.
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Examining Rater and SpeeeJp Effects on the Objective Communicative Speaking Test

Aaron Olaf BATTY (Keio University)
abatty@sfc.keio.ac.jp
Jeffrey STEWART (Kyushu Sangyo University)
jeffirstewart@gmail.com

The use of rating rubrics in spiéng tests introduces aspects of subjectivity to the scores, which can manifest in
loss of reliability due to differences in severity/leniency, halo effects, and reduced range in scores. Furthermore, a

raterdos familiarity mculttrdihagalscebees ghewam koempdtisscolessandgaecenty e a
research has confirmed that subjective ratersé acc
questions the value of fAexpert oofachiedngcorsensus. of | angu

To address these issues, the researchers developed the Objective Communicative Speakingifastda task
tabletcomputermediated, online test of communicative ability. Examinees are presented with information (a

word, picturepr audio lecturette) on a tablet, which is explained to a rater unaware of what has been presented to
the examinee. On the raterés tablet appear severe
provided by the examinee. When the rater selactanswer, it is written to the server along with the time to
completion, and the next item is pushed to the tablets. The fact that the rater is unaware of the correct response,
and is only required to comp linstrucgonstniitgates tre sifluensceofc c es s f
rater subjectivity from the measurements. Results of a previous study examining émefkitt variance by

comparing Lispeaker scores on the test tesp2aker scores indicated that the test method showis@uamran

objective, valid, and practical measure of communicative ability.

However, two potential obstacles to operationalization of this novel test format are that a) speed to task
completion could be influenced by individual raters, and b) speecktodampletion could be influenced by
examineesd familiarity with t heavaytARGVAonfaersimigated | n r e
that differences in rater severity were statistically insignificant for all but one rater. Subsegbackfegicated

rater training could mitigate this effect. In regards to the second concern, an interaction plot indicated a substantial
increase in speed between the first and second time examinees took the test, but relatively-lifil¢rmveatier.

Arevised MFRM model accounting for first and subsequent test sessions improved Rasch person reliability from

0.87 10 0.88.
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Rater LanguageBackground andScoring Validity in the Assessment dipoken andWritten
Performances ofT estTakers From DiverseL inguistic Backgrounds

Jamie DUNLEA (British Council)
jamie.dunlea@britishcouncil.org

The study looks at whethrater language background may interact with the language background of test takers

to impact on the scores allocated for speaking and writing assessments. The study used a group of trained raters
working within a largescale, international test of Erglias a Foreign/Second (EFL/ESL) to investigate whether

these variables impact on the scoring validity of performance tests. The study addresses the rating of speaking and
writing within the same testing program, thus allowing for an examination of feeewlial effect of rater
background variables on these skills. The increasingly widespread use of English as a global lingua franca has led
to a rapid increase in English language assessment around the world. In many cases, raters are faced with a
diversepopulation of test takers in terms of educational, cultural, and language background. At the same time,
raters themselves are often drawn from a diverse pool, which may include botispegtkmg (NS) and
nornnative speaking (NNS) raters. Both NS and3\isters may also have differing degrees of familiarity with

the accents and writing styles of test takers from different L1 backgrobnelgous studies have investigated
differences between NS raters and NNS raters, but have focused either ongtieé spitilken performances

(Brown, 1995; Kim, 2009; Zhang and Elder, 2010) or written performances (Hill, 1996; Johnson & Lim, 2009)
separately.Rater language background in relation to speaking has also been addressed from the perspective of
raterani famwvilih test takersd accent (Winke, Gas s,
was the use of trained raters and explicit rating scales, which not only represents best practice in language
assessment but also controls for these aspegtstentially confounding variables. These studies also share the

use of multifaceted Rasch measurement (MFRM) to investigate rater severity, consistency and bias interactions.
Building on this background, the present study employed MFRM to investff@tndes in the ratings between

raters from different L1 backgrounds of test takers from three geographically and linguistically distinct groups.
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Evaluating the Impact of Vertical Scaling of EikenTestsUsing the RasctV odel

Keita NAKAMURA (Eiken Foundation of Japan)
ke-nakamura@eiken.or.jp

Eiken testing program has been in practice for over 50 years in Japan and now contains seven different levels
which can measure practical English from beginner to mastery levels. According to the study by Brown and
Nakamura (2011), Eiken testing program has been socially recognized and could bring good washback effect to
stakeholders, yet they also suggested #wel rior more substantial validation studies related to this testing
program. This study is part of such validation study in which the author looked at the quantitative element of this
program using the method of vertical scaling and the Rasch model.

Vertical scaling refers to the process of linking different levels of an assessment, which measures the same
construct, onto a common score scale. (Harris, 2007). The method has been widely used in testing programs in
order to facilitate the understanding at teesults from multiple numbers of tests of different difficulty levels. One

of the concerns using the vertical scaling is the consistency of test construct across levels. In this study, the author
used the Rasch model in order to investigate the issue.

In this study, based on Young (2006), conyiteim design was used to link 7 different levels. Total of 4367 test
takers took part in this linking study in which each participant was assigned to one of the seven groups depending
on their previous records t#king Eiken tests. Thus, each participant responded to a set of test items which
contained that best fit their present level of English. Total of 255 items were used in this study and then analyzed
using the Rasch model. For this study, concurrent paegimation was used to estimate item and person
parameters.

First, estimated item and person measures were analyzed using infit/outfit indices-tétierpneed criteria.

After iterations of item and person deletion from the data, finally derivadidsie then investigated using the
effect size (Yen, 1986). In this study, the overview of results would be explained and followed by the summary of
vertically equated Eiken tests. Finally, the author would discuss the implications of the result.
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Using Many-Faceted Rasch Measurement to Measure Reading Speed

TrevorA.HOLSTER ( Fukuoka Womenb6s Uni
trevholster@gmail.com
J. W. LAKE (Fukuoka Jogakuin University)
William R. PELLOWE (Kindai University Fukuoka)

The measurement of reading speed in words per minute (wpm) stretches back at least as 1&863sdfy (

was advocated by Quinn, Nation, and Mill2@@7) for use in tracking gains in reading speed using standardized
texts. However, as Wright and Sten{i&®99 point out, comparing reading ability between different readers and
texts requires that the difficulty of texts and the ability of persons are calibrated in a common interval level
measurement scale. Quinn et &0Q7) made two major assumptionsiat simplification of lexical and
grammatical features of texts removes any differences in difficulty, and that wpm provides equal interval units of
reading ability. These two assumptions provide the research questions for this study.

As part of routine mgram evaluation, reading speed tests were administered to a main sample of approximately
230 students enrolled in a tsemester academic reading program, plus approximately 100 students enrolled in
other reading classes as a calibration sample. Anafyiie results using matfigtceted Rasch measurement
(Linacre, 199%allowed testing of the research questions, with both assumptions found to be unsupported. The 20
reading texts supplied by Quinn et aD@7) had a range of difficulty in excess of 2 tega difference that was

both substantively and statistically significant. Raw wpm scores were found to not representiatermgual

scale and should be converted to a log scale before comparisons of gains can be made between students at
different levds of ability. These results cast doubt on the validity of studies based on the assumptions underlying
Quinn et al.2007%.
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How Do Monolingual and Bilingual Versions of the Vocabulary Size Tes€ompare?

Kurti s MCDONALD (Kobe College)
kurtis@mail.kobe-c.ac.jp

Nation andBegla& Vocabulary Size Test (VST) was introduced in 2007 \&ay to relatively quickly and easily
assess written receptiltaowledge of the most frequently used 14,000 word families of Emglighseries of
140 multiple choice items. Sinite introduction, usef the VST has continued to grow along with research into
how it shouldoest be administered. One area of this research has looked putetital value of administering
bilingual versions of the VST in ordéw more accurately cape the degree of vocabulary knowledge that
second language learners may possess. Although recent articles by &fglidation (2011), Karami (2012),
and Elgort (2013) have identifiechamber of issues to be taken into account when developing bilegsiahs

of the VST, there have been few attempts to directly cortigarecabulary size estimates that each version of
the test provides fdhe same group of learners.

This study seeks to contribute to this area of research by examinitegytbe to wich English vocabulary size
estimates garnered from theonolingual English version of the VST compare to those fromstablished
bilingual Japanese version for the same group of 133 spthaders of Japanese. In addition to comparing the
scores fronthedifferent versions of the VST, it investigates the degree to whiititizituals scores from the

two versions of the test correlate with emether as well as with scores from two administrations of the TOEIC
conducted within the same time periothalify, it examines how thscores from the two versions of the VST
behave as the frequency of thierd families tested proceeds from more commonly used vocabulary to less
commonly used words.

37



Room6 (F110 Part 1l (11:45 12:15)

Calculating Vocabulary Sze From TestScoreswWith IRT

Aaron GIBSON (Kyushu Sangyo University)
aaronlgibson@gmail.com

There are many instances where teachers want to estimate the number of words students know from a list of
words, such as a frequency wordlist, or vocabutargtt as part of a course curriculum. In cases where it is not
possible to test the entire set of words, vocabulary tests such as the VLT (Nation, 1990) and VST (Nation &
Beglar, 2007; Beglar, 2010) typically employ a polling method, in which total vacgiside is inferred from a

sample of tested words. A drawback of this method is that this it assumes the tested words are randomly sampled
from and therefore representative of the tested domain, which can affect test reliability in cases where there are

many words in the domain that are far below or ab
method for estimating vocabulary size from a test score using item response theory, which allows estimation of
total vocabulary size from a noandom sample of wordsweliat ched to | earnersdé abil

practical length with high reliability that can be used to estimate the total number of words a learner knows. This
test scoring method is currently in use at a private urtivier§outhern Japan and is used as an example.
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Investigating University & u d eViocabsll@ry Szes and the VST

Stuart M CLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University of Medicine)
stuart93@me.com
Brandon KRAMER (Momoyama Gakuin University)

Previous research on the vocabulary size of Japanese students is limited. Shillaw (1995) and Barrow, Nakanishi,
and Nishino (1999) suggestedtttize vocabulary size of ndEnglishmajor Japanese university students was

between 2,000 and 2,300 word families. In these studies vocabulary knowledge wadasseseadnly three

thousand word families, however, with students completingfsetkirg familiarity surveys. This paper reports

on Vocabulary Size Test (VST) scores from universi
The students were also grouped and analyzed by year, major, and hesssaths (based on nationally
administered test results).

In answering the primary research question, we found the average vocabulary size to be 3,715, although with a
large standard deviation allowing for wide variation dependent on participants and context. Mean VST scores
declinedprogressively for each university year subgroup, evidence in support of the lexical attrition seen in
Okamotobés (2007) and Cobb and Horstods (1999) reseas
demonstrated greater lexical knowledge thaamse majors, who in turn eperformed arts majors. Lastly, VST

scores dropped significantly as predicted by their departmental hensachi scores.

Significant correlations were found between VST scores and hensachi scores, TOEIC scores, and TOEFL scores.
Our data suggests that in the absence of reliable TOEIC, TOEFL, or high school English Hensachi scores, the
hensachi of the current university department is a fair indication of vocabulary size.

In posthoc analysis, however, unexpected patterns werelffoun n t he studentsd demons:
students showed greater knowledge of less frequentwi@@0bands than more frequent word bands and

variations of up to 60% were found in correct responses between consecutive items. The VST effectively
sepaates participants in line with their lexical ability, however, assigning a written receptive vocabulary size
through the VST remains problematic. Rasch analysis indicates that guessing is inflating VST scores, particularly

amongst less able students. WBle gl ar 6s (2010) wvalidation indicates
the overestimating of | earners6 vocabul ary sizes
teachers and occasionally researchers incorrectly believe thaicdt@s can be accurately used when selecting

materials and establishing a studentds vocabul ary

other vocabulary size instruments would benefit from further editing, being based on lessdigrona) being
more sensitive, and not containing a higher proportion of cognates or loanwords than the corpus from which the
items are taken.


http://webmail.ritsumei.ac.jp/cgi-bin/genMail?adr=stuart93@me.com&
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The Creation andValidation of a ListeningVocabulary LevelsTest

BrandonKRAMER (Momoyama Gakuin University)
brandon.L.kramer@gmail.com
Suart M CLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University of Medicine)

This presentation seeksgrovide preliminary validity evidence for the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (LVLT),

an aural vocabulary test that assesses knowledge of the first fivavd@Dequency levels and lexis from the

AWL. In the LVLT, each 100@vord band is tested usir®ft items created through retrofit and redesign of
previous Vocabulary Size Test (VST) items (Nation & Beglar, 2007). The 30 AWL items, however, were created
using item specifications revermsegineered from the published descriptions of previous vocatedesyRather

than using the Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) format (see Schmitt, Schmitt, & Clapham, 2004)istrectbr

multiple choice format of the VST was thought to be ideal, as the functioning of many of these items had been
previously validatedni a similar context (Beglar, 2010), and research suggests (Beglar and Hunt, 1999;
Kamimoto, forthcoming) that the VLT format does not facilitate item independence, a necessary condition for
Rasch analysis.

This presentation will discuss the creation alutiy of this test, its administration at three Japanese universities

(N = 214), as well as the analyses supporting the
aural vocabulary knowledge. The test validation included not onlytitgtige analyses but also qualitative
interviews in order to verify the testds accuracy.

The quantitative results showed that that items showed sufficient spread of difficulty, the majority of the items
displayed good fit to the Rasch model, hypotheseserning item difficulty and person ability were largely
supported, the LVLT significantly correlated with a shortened version of the TOEIC listening test, LVLT items
formed a fundamentally unidimensional construct, carelessness and guessing were amdimalltiple

versions of the test were highly reliable. The qualitative results indicated that the LVLT has high face validity, the
format is easily understood by examinees, and it
partici yealurg 6 aur al

This study has three main limitations. First, the participants were all native speakers of Japanese who were similar
in terms of age and educational level. Second, the interviewees were predominantly from the higher proficiency
participantsn the study. Third, this version of the LVLT can only be used with native speakers of Japanese.

The LVLT fills an important gap in the field of second language vocabulary assessment by providing a

comprehensive measure of aural vocabulary knowledgeeSitiertm and audio file are freely available and will
be available for download online.
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Workshop Information
Title: Theory and Practice of Computer Adative Test

0 J-CAT (JapaneseComputerized Adaptive Test)conducted in Japanese)

LecturersShingo MAI (University ofTsukuba)
Youichi NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College)
Chair:  Akiyo HIRAI (Universityof Tsukuba)

Date SeptemberZ 204 (Sunday)9:30 12:30 (15-minutebreak included)
Venue RitsumeikarUniversity, Biwako KusatsuCampugAcross Wing RoomAC11 (First floor)
(Please use the public transportation as the parking lot is not aailaisitors)

Attendance Fe: 1,000 yen

Max Capacity: 40 (first-come, fistserved basis)

Prerequisite. Familiarity with MS PowerPoint. No programming knowledge or shitsrequired.Participantsare
requestedo maketwo types of short teemson MS Word or MS PowerPaiitt preparation for the
workshop The participantsnplementthose test items intareal CAT program which is distributed
during the workshof.he testtemsyou preparéor the workshop anareferably for learners of Japanese
as a foreign language because we will ymar itemstogetherwith sample itera of a Japanese
proficiency test. Howevesisthe main goal of the workshop is to understand the principles of/QuT
test itemsould be of Englistother languagesath or any subjects.

., Aims

1. To overview the basics of item response theory (IRT) lmypeadng it with classical test theory.
To understanthe principles of computerized adaptive testing (CAT).

3. Tounderstand and experience the actual procedures in creating CAT with testlet items.

N
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Procedure

Lecture 1 (IRT)

Lecture 2 (CAT)

HandsonWorkshopl: Creating CAT items using MS PowerPoint and MS Sound Recorder

Handson Workshop 2implementingest items into-CATmini program(a testletbasedCAT programwhichis
provided freef charge

5. HandsonWorkshop 3UsingJCATmini

AwbdpPEre

How to register

1. The deadline of the registration is Sunday, September 14th. (Note: If the workshop does not reach the maximum

capacity, the registration on the day of the workshop conducted is allowed.)

2. When you register, provide the information below and emaiVtitdhiro YOKOUCHI (University of Tsukuba)
at ul6yoko@gmail.corfiNote: If you write your questions iB)(below, the lecturers may be able to answer them
during the workshop.]

Let us know the following information when you register the workshop.
(1) Your nane,affiliation, and email address
(2) Have you ever analysed data with IRT? If so, please write the software you have used.

(3) Have you ever useddAT?

(4) Have you ever created items for comphtesed tests (CRT/CAT)? If so, how many items for what kind of test?
(You donb6ét have t o apublweneandybuihave tiiedubyeoitidersiaity) i f t|he

(5) Questions to lectures, if you have. (Optional)

(6) Request to this workshop, or JLTA workshops in general. (Optional)
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5.Accesdo the Conference/enue (Ritsumeikarniversity Biwako KusatsiCampugBKC])

-|-—- sf @ http:/mww.ritsumei.jp/accessmap/accessmap_bkc_j.html
http:/Avww.ritsumei.ac.jp/eng/common/datadgeenpusmap2013.padf
http:/Mmww.ritsumei.ac.jp/eng/common/img/data/aceeapbkce. pdf

Address( ) 1-1-1 Noji-higashi, Kusatsu, Shiga 111
[ )7 ) Hakubai-cho

Tojlin .

Keifuku Line

Lake Biwa o
.\ob
To Kameoka JR Sagano Line <&
R 40
N | ; = 3
- ©
: () Nijo &
(_ ) Arashiyama M Suzaku Campus & i
Salin Shijo Karasuma \90’
Cm( ) &8 { ) Kawara-machi (B & °
. =< : mi Ohashi Bridge .
Katsura S~ . FMinami \(-’
[__) Shijo Omiya ! Kusatsu o8 \{@
Hankyy Yamashina Ishiyama N y «oQ\
Kyoto ® ¢ ) &’
Line { \_A \_/ Seta
.| | Kusatsu
JR Kyoto Line ; { e '-,' ~ Tanakami
Kyoto Otsul.C. [ Jomeg ‘ . G,
To Osaka Station Seta
JR Shinkansen Line NIShlll_?"gaSh' E
To Umeda Ritsumeikan University
( Biwako-Kusatsu Campus )
To Umeda Meishin Expressway Seta River

Kyoto  |—Biwako Ling K Minami Kusastu( )i OhmiTestuddBug P o]K

approx 20minuteg*320) approx 15 minute$¥230)

n
1

n 2 %l - qs # ™ A 4

D 03 T™M9

Get ortheJR Biwalo Line ard get of at Minami Kusatsu.

JR trains leave frorRlatform 2at Kyotostation. Pleasaake surghat you are othe Biwako Line. Do not takehe

Kosei Line.

Your train should proceets follows Kyoto-YamashingDtsu(Zeze}lshiyama(SetajMinami Kusatsu
(TheShinkaisoku (Supeexpress) does not stop at Zeze and Seta.)

@QTM”-e AL T =

nJR — - =8 P o % Y89 Yas ‘i:)fiﬂi 3 Y89

# 2 ° 3% {PezAq

After exitingat theMinami-Kusatsu stain ticket gate, please make a rightl take the leftand side stairs down
(to the East Gatelrollow the sidewallandyou will see several bus st Please take the bus bound for
Ritsumeikan University ( %s)orTobishima GreenHill ( ~' > figi  %).
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Refer to the websites below for further information about transportation to the venue.

http:/mww.ritsumei.jp/campusmap/pdf/bkampusmap201.3.pdf
East Japan Railway Company (JR East) Maps & Guidetps:/Aww.jreast.co.jp/e/downloads/index.html

Ohmi Tetsudo Bus P @ http:/Mmww.ohmitetudo.co.jp/busirosen/image/01.pdf
Pe N Bus Schedule
http:/time.khobho.co.jp/ohmibus.asp
n / Leaving from Minami Kusatsu bound for Ritsumeikan U.
£ Y1 (Ritsumeikan U) POi Emel
(Tobishima Green Hill)

7|05 25 36 ;50 58

8| 05 15 29 .29 .35 .46 29

9 01 05 .16 ,31 47 01
10 | 02 05 4,16 31 445 02
11 | 00 05 415 .30 445 00
12 | 00 05 415 .30 445 00
13 | 00 ,15 230 35 445 00
14 | 00 ,15 /30 ,45 00
15 | 00 ,15 230 35 ,45 00
16 | 00 25 .31 00
17 | 32
18 | 32
19
20 02
21 05
p £ Y1 £ Y1

P=y 3 SZ i ?0
o oUT U
i




Ritsumeikan (BKC) CampusMap

<Workshopon Sunday>

— '."55".3—: : Across Wing1F (AC11)

atFOREST HOUSE

...........

<Banquet>
Epoch Ritsumei 21

FORESTHOUSE

Union Square:
Cafeteria
Convenience Store

Central Ark
Subway
(SandwicHHous¢

C-Cube

Across Wing
(Workshop on Sunday)

@
{eFHFl=irar 3T,

Epoch Ritsumei 21
Banquet

5C



Floor Plans(FOREST HOUSE

First Floor
[ = -
F102/F103/F104 43
F106/F109/F110
F111 u
Presentation 1068 #i

SR e
FIn e Refreshment

F111%5-#s: FI055- ¥
& F108
Committee
meetings
F1105-# P45
F107
P00 # [—']n::.ﬁ,'-?/ /I Headquarters
=]
FI085 #HE / Flme g F101
Participant
Lounge
F1075-#8

Registration

15

First Floor Hallway (1

Exhibits/

Second Floor
wC
¥
WCM)
F206-5-# 3 F203--$
[=]
i F204
Opening Ceremony
Plenary Speech
2055 W Symposium
Closing Ceremony
//I JLTA Business Meeting
/ °
F204-5 $ 8 F2015-# 5
fev
Ps
ﬁ% EPS I—%
)
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