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. Conference Schedule Overview 

September 19, 2014 (Friday) 
16:30 18:30 Board Meeting                             (Urban Hotel Minami-Kusatsu) 

 

September 20, 2014 (Saturday), 1st and 2nd floors, FOREST HOUSE, BKC, Ritsumeikan University 
8:50  Registration              (First Floor Lobby) 

9:30 9:45 Opening Ceremony        (F204) 

9:45 11:00 Keynote Speech         (F204) 

11:10 11:40 Presentation I 

11:45 12:15 Presentation II 

12:15 13:45 Lunch Break          (JLTA Committee Meetings: F108) 

13:45 14:15 Presentation III 

14:20 14:50 Presentation IV 

14:55 15:25 Presentation V (Institutional Member Presentations) 

15:25 15:45 Break       (F101) 

15:45 17:15 Symposium       (F204) 

17:20 17:40 Closing Ceremony         (F204) 

17:40 18:00 JLTA General Business Meeting      (F204) 

18:30 20:30 Banquet               (3rd floor, Epoch Ritsumei 21) 

 

Commercial Exhibits:     1st floor hallway  

Lunch Room for Participants & Participantsô Lounges:  

F101  (Please use only this room for lunch.) 

(Free refreshments are available in Room F101) 

Headquarters:        F107 
 

September 21, 2014 (Sunday) 
9:30 12:30 Post-Conference Workshop  (Conducted in Japanese) 

Theory and Practice of Computer Adaptive Test 

ðJ-CAT (Japanese Computerized Adaptive Test) 

Shingo IMAI  (University of Tsukuba)  

          Youichi NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College) 

 (AC11, 1st floor, ACROSS WING, Biwako Kusatsu Campus, Ritsumeikan University) 
 

 

Program of the 18th JLTA Annual Conference  

September 20, 2014 (Saturday) 

8:50        Registration (First Floor Lobby, FOREST HOUSE) 

    Conference Attendance Fee:  JLTA Members: ¥1,000 

 Non-members: ¥3,000 (Students: ¥1,000) 

 

9:30 9:45  Opening Ceremony (F204, 2nd floor, FOREST HOUSE) 

   Coordinator: Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu) 

   Greetings: Yoshinori WATANABE (JLTA President; Sophia University) 

        Yu HIRATA (Graduate School of Language Education and Information 

Science [LEIS], Ritsumeikan University) 
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9:45 11:00   Keynote Speech (F204, 2nd floor, FOREST HOUSE) 

 Coordinator: Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University) 

   Title: Validity, Validation and Development: Building and Operationalizing a Comprehensive Model 

   Lecturer: Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council) 

 

11:15 12:20  Presentations I and II  

(Presentation: 20 minutes; Discussion: 10 minutes) (F102-105, F109-F111) 

12:20 13:45   Lunch 

Lunch Room for Participants: F101 

JLTA Committee Meetings: F108 

13:45 15:25  Presentations III  and IV and Institutional Member Presentations (V) 

(Presentation: 20 minutes; Discussion: 10 minutes) (F102-105, F109-F110) 

 

15:25 15:45  Break (F101) 

 

15:45 17:15  Symposium (F204, 2nd floor, FOREST HOUSE) 

 Theme: Speaking Assessment for EFL Learners: How Can it Encourage Them to Speak? 

 Coordinator: Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba) 

 Panelist: Tomoyasu AKIYAMA  (Bunkyo University) 

The Possibility of Introducing Speaking Tests Into Senior High School Entrance  

Examinations 

 Panelist: Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu) 

Validity and Practicality of Using ACTFL-Related Speaking Tests for Japanese EFL  

Learners 

 Panelist: Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)    

Toward a Practical Speaking Assessment to Facilitate Learning in the Classroom 

 Discussant: Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council)  

 

17:20 17:40  Closing Ceremony (F204, 2nd floor, FOREST HOUSE) 

   Coordinator: Yo INôNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology) 

 

17:40 18:00  JLTA General Business Meeting (F204, 2nd floor, FOREST HOUSE) 

   Selection of the chair 

   Reporter:  Rie KOIZUMI (JLTA Secretary General; Juntendo Universty) 

 

18:30 20:30   Banquet (3rd floor, Epoch Ritsumei 21) 

   Coordinator: Yuko SHIMIZU (Ritsumeikan University), Hideki IIMURA (Prefectural  

      University of Kumamoto) 
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2014 9 19  

16:30 ꜟ♥Ᵽfiⱱכ▪                        30 :18  

 

2014 9 20 ┘╦↓ↄ↕≈◐ꜗfiⱤ☻ (BKC) ⱨ◊꜠☻♩Ɫ►☻ 12ה  

8:50            ⱱכꜟ  

9:30 9:45          F204  

9:45 11:00          F204  

11:10 11:40 I 

11:45 12:15 II 

12:15 13:45           F108  

13:45 14:15 III 

14:20 14:50 IV 

14:55 15:25 V ( ) 

15:25 15:45       F101  

15:45 17:15 ◦fiⱳ☺►ⱶ        F204  

17:20 17:40          F204  

17:40 18:00 JLTA          F204  

18:30 20:30           ◄ⱳ♇◒ 21⁸3 ꜝ►fi☺  

 

     1  ─ ╖ ⅜F101⌐↔↨™╕∆⁹  

ה   F101 │↓─ ≢⅔ ™™√⇔╕∆⁹  

      F107 

 

2014 9 21  ┘╦↓ↄ↕≈◐ꜗfiⱤ☻⁸▪◒꜡☻►▫fi◓1 ⁸AC11 

9:30 12:30 ꞉כ◒◦ꜛ♇ⱪ ₈◖fiⱧꜙכ♃▪♄ⱪ♥▫Ⱪ♥☻♩─ ≤ J-CAT 

(Japanese Computerized Adaptive Test) ╩ ⌐₉ 

 

  ( )⁸   ( ) 

 

♥☻♩ 18 ⱪ꜡◓ꜝⱶ 

2014 9 20  

8:50       ⱨ◊꜠☻♩Ɫ►☻1  ⱱכꜟ  

JLTA 1,000 ⁸ 3,000 √∞⇔ │1,000  

 

9:30 9:45  ⱨ◊꜠☻♩Ɫ►☻2 F204    

        

          JLTA ה  

ה                         

 

9:45 11:00 F204   

     JLTA ה  

    Validity, Validation and Development: Building and Operationalizing a Comprehensive  

    Model 

  Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council) 
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11:15 12:20  IהII 20 , 10 F102-F105, F109-F111  

 

12:20 13:45       

 F101⁸ F108  

 

13:45 15:25   IIIהIV⁸ V 20 , 10 (F102-105, F109-F110) 

 

15:25 15:45  F101  

 

15:45 17:15  ◦fiⱳ☺►ⱶ F204  

  ?ⱴ Speaking Assessment for EFL Learners: How Can it Encourage Them to Speakכ♥ 

   (EFL ─√╘─☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ⌐ ∆↓≤╩ ↕∑╢↓≤⅜≢⅝╢⅛ )  

)   כ♃כⱠ▫♦כ◖   ) 

  ⱤⱠꜞ☻♩     ( ) 

   The Possibility of Introducing Speaking Tests Into Senior High School Entrance Examinations:  

          ( ) 

  Validity and Practicality of Using ACTFL-Related Speaking Tests for Japanese EFL Learners 

          ( ) 

  Toward a Practical Speaking Assessment to Facilitate Learning in the Classroom 

       Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council) 

 

17:20 17:40  F204  

        

 

17:40 18:00  JLTA F204  

    

    JLTA ה  

 

18:30 20:30   ◄ⱳ♇◒ 21⁸3  

       ⁸   
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Presentation Overview 

Time Part 

(F204) 

Room 1  

(F102) 

Room 2  

(F103) 

Room 3  

(F104) 

Room 4  

(F105) 

Room 5  

(F109) 

Room 6 

(F110) 

Room 

7 

(F111) 

9:45

11:00 

Keynote speech -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

11:10

11:40 

I 

-- -- 
 

 
HSU 

BATTY 

STEWART 
NAKAMURA  MCDONALD 

 

 

11:45

12:15 

II 

 
 

SATO 
 THRASHER DUNLEA 

HOLSTER 

LAKE 

PELLOWE 

GIBSON  

          

13:45

14:15 

III  

-- TAKANAMI  IIMURA SHIM* 

 

 

 

ⱡ  

 

 

MCLEAN 

KRAMER 

14:20

14:50 

IV 

-- 
KOIZUMI  

SAWAKI 
LEE* 

MERSIADES 

TAKAMURA  

YAMANOI  

KOBAYASHI 

 

 

 

 

 

 
KRAMER 

MCLEAN 

14:55

15:25 

V 

-- -- CIEE

 

 

 

 
 

▪ꜟ◒ 

 

Ⱨ▪♁

fiה☺ꜗⱤ

fi

 

15:45

17:15 

Symposium 
 

*Invited Paper 

Presentation Details 

F204 

 Chair  Keynote speech   Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University) 

            Keynote speech summary Kei MIYAZAKI (Keio Senior High School) 

   Symposium summary  Katsuyuki KONNO (Shizuoka Institute of Science and Technology) 

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

 
Keynote speech  

Lecturer: Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council) 

Validity, Validation and Development: 

Building and Operationalizing a 

Comprehensive Model (p. 15) 

I V See the Presentation Overview (pp. 8-11)  

 Symposium 

Coordinator:  Akiyo HIRAI  (University of Tsukuba) 

Panelists:   

Tomoyasu AKIYAMA  (Bunkyo University)  

Emiko KANEKO      (University of Aizu) 

Akiyo HIRAI         (University of Tsukuba)   

Discussant:  Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council)  

 
Speaking Assessment for EFL Learners: 

How Can it Encourage Them to Speak? 

(pp. 16-19) 
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Room 1 (F102) 
  Chair Part II   Katsuyuki KONNO (Shizuoka Institute of Science and Technology) 

Part III   Rintaro SATO (Nara University of Education) 
    Part IV   Yasuhiro IMAO (Osaka University) 
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I ------ ------ 

II  Rintaro SATO (Nara University of Education) 

The Occurrence and the Success Rate of Self-Initiated 

Self-Repair Depending on the Grammatical Difficulty 

of Triggers (p. 20) 

III  Sachiyo TAKANAMI (Toyo University) 
Spelling Knowledge: Some Missing Skills in EFL 

Learnersô Vocabulary Acquisition (p. 21) 

IV  
Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University) 

Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University) 

Senior High School Studentsô Perceptions and Use of 
Test Performance Feedback in Score Reports in the 
Global Test of English Communication for Students 
and the Eiken (p. 22) 

 
Room 2 (F103) 
  Chair Part I    
    Part II    

Part III    Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University) 
    Part IV   Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University) 
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I 
 ( ☿fi♃כ)  

 ( ☿fi♃כ)  

♥☻♩⌐╟╢ ─
─  (p. 23) 

II ☻ⱦכ◘◓fi♬כꜝ    

ꜝfi◒ ⌐ ≠ↄ◖fiⱧꜙכ♃ ♥

☻♩─ ▪▬♥ⱶⱣfi◒ ⌐

∆╢◘fiⱪꜟ◘▬☼≤ ꜝfi◒ ─

 (p. 24) 

III  
Hideki IIMURA (Prefectural University of 

Kumamoto) 

Relationship Between Task Difference and Test-Taking 

Strategies in Multiple-Choice Listening Tests: A 

Qualitative Study (p. 25) 

IV  
WonKey LEE* (Seoul National University of 

Education, Korea) 

Creativity-Fostering Assessment of English at Schools: 

Why and How? (p. 26) 

V 
 CIEE

 

ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ↔─®Criterionꜟכ♠   

(p. 45) 

*Invited Paper 
 



 8 

Room 3 (F104) 
  Chair Part I   Tetsuo KIMURA (Niigata Seiryo University) 
    Part II   Tetsuo KIMURA (Niigata Seiryo University) 
    Part III   Hiroshi SHIMATANI (Kumamoto University) 
    Part IV   Hiroshi SHIMATANI (Kumamoto University) 
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I 
Tammy Huei-Lien, HSU (Fu-Jen Catholic 
University, Taiwan) 

Increasing Transparency of Test Results: An 
Effect-Driven Approach for a College English Exit 
Test in Taiwan (p. 27) 

II  
Randy THRASHER (Professor Emeritus 
International Christian University) 

Tests That Teach: Against the Usual View That Testing 
and Teaching Are Two Completely Different Activities 
(p. 28) 

III  
KyuNam SHIM* (Cheongju National 
University of Education, Korea) 

An Analysis of the Assessment Tasks Used in the 

Primary School English Textbooks in Korea (p. 29) 

IV  

Michael MERSIADES , Kyoko TAKAMURA, 
Shinji YAMANOI, Natsuko KOBAYASHI 
(Japan Institute for Educational Measurement 
( )) 

Relating the CEFR to the Computerized Assessment 

System of English Communication (CASEC) (p. 30) 

V 
ה ה

 

◖Ⱶꜙ♬◔כ◦ꜛfi ♥☻♩ CASEC 

⌐≈™≡ (p. 45) 

*Invited Paper 
Room 4 (F105) 
  Chair Part I   Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology) 
    Part II   Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology) 
    Part III   ) 
    Part IV    

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I 
Aaron Olaf BATTY (Keio University) 

Jeffrey STEWART (Kyushu Sangyo University) 

Examining Rater and Speed-Up Effects on the 

Objective Communicative Speaking Test (p. 31) 

II  Jamie DUNLEA (British Council) 

Rater Language Background and Scoring Validity in 

the Assessment of Spoken and Written Performances 

of Test Takers From Diverse Linguistic Backgrounds 

(p. 32) 

III  

  

 ☿fi♃כ

Ⱬ◙הכ☺ꜛfi♁fi

☿fi♃כ  

  

CEFR ☺ꜗfiꜟ ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ┘☻Ⱨכ

◐fi◓ ─◒♇ꜞⱩכꜟ ≤ ─

 (p. 33) 

IV  

 ( )  

   ( )  

   ( )  

   ( )  

 ( )  

2 ─♥☻♩ ₈ ─ ≢

⇔√ ─ ₉≤─  (p. 

34) 

V   
⌐ 4 ╩ ∆╢

─ ⌐ ∆╢  (p. 45) 
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Room 5 F109  

  Chair Part I   Yo INôNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology) 

    Part II   Yo INôNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology) 

    Part III    

    Part IV    

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I 
Keita NAKAMURA  (Eiken Foundation of 

Japan) 

Evaluating the Impact of Vertical Scaling of Eiken 

Tests Using the Rasch Model (p. 35) 

II  

Trevor A. HOLSTER (Fukuoka Womenôs 

University) 

J. W. LAKE (Fukuoka Jogakuin University) 

William R. PELLOWE (Kindai University 

Fukuoka) 

Using Many-Faceted Rasch Measurement to Measure 

Reading Speed (p. 36) 

III  
  
  

3 ─ │ ⅛╠≥─╟
℮⌂ ╩ ↑≡™╢─⅛ 
Ί ─Ᵽ♇◒◓ꜝ►fi♪⁸ ┘ ─
╩ ⇔≡Ί (p. 37) 

IV    
☿fi♃כ ─ ♥☻♩ ⌐ ∆

╢ ─  (p. 38) 

V  ▪ꜟ◒  
☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ♥☻♩TSST─↔   

(p. 46) 
 
Room 6 F110  

  Chair Part I   Tomoko FUJITA (Tokai University) 

    Part II   Tomoko FUJITA (Tokai University) 

    Part III   Yo INôNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology) 

    Part IV   Yo INôNAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology) 

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I Kurtis MCDONALD (Kobe College) 
How Do Monolingual and Bilingual Versions of the 

Vocabulary Size Test Compare? (p. 39) 

II  Aaron GIBSON (Kyushu Sangyo University) 
Calculating Vocabulary Size From Test Scores With 

IRT (p. 40) 

III  

Stuart MCLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University 

of Medicine) 

Brandon KRAMER (Momoyama Gakuin 

University) 

Investigating University Studentsô Vocabulary Sizes 

and the VST (p. 41) 

IV  

Brandon KRAMER (Momoyama Gakuin 

University) 

Stuart MCLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University 

of Medicine) 

The Creation and Validation of a Listening Vocabulary 

Levels Test (p. 42) 

V Ⱨ▪♁fiה☺ꜗⱤfi  
☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓⁸ꜝ ▬♥▫fi◓╙ ≢⅝╢
○fiꜝ▬fi♥☻♩⁸a Progresse ─↔  (p. 46) 

 
Room 7 F111  

  Chair Part I   Soo-im LEE  

    Part II   Soo-im LEE  

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page) 

I 
 

ⱷꜞכꜝfi♪  
♥☻♩⌐ ∆╢ Ί ─ⱳכ☼

─ ≤ ─ ↕⌐ ⇔≡Ί (p. 43) 

II  (  )  
♥☻♩ ≤ ─ ─
  fNIRS♦כ♃─
  (p. 44) 
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2. From the JLTA Office: Information for C onference Participants 

 

 

 

 

Registration 

1. The conference registration site is located at the lobby on the first floor of FOREST HOUSE. 

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 ¥8,000 for a general member and 

¥5,000 for a student member; the admission fee for the JLTA membership is ¥1,000. 

3. Please wear your conference name card throughout the conference. 

4. The banquet fee is ¥4,000. The banquet registration is conducted at the registration desk. The banquet will be 

held at Epoch Ritsumei 21. (See the campus map on p. 52). 

5. The conference handbook is available at the registration desk. This year we will not send it by post in 

advance. Please print it out if necessary. 

 

Lunch and Participantsô Lounge etc. 

1. Please use F101 on the 1st floor of FOREST HOUSE for eating lunch as the Participantsô Lounges. Lunch 

can be purchased at an on-campus convenience store at Union Square (10:00-17:00). 

2. The following are locations on campus that are open for lunch on Saturday. (Opening hours are subject to 

change.) Please see the Campus Map for the locations. (p. 52) 

   Cafeteria at Union Square 11:00-14:00 

C-Cube               12:00-19:00 

Subway at Central Ark   10:00-17:00 

3. Complimentary refreshments are available in F101. 

4. Takuhai (Package delivery) service is available at an on-campus convenience store in Union Square 

(10:00-17:00). 

 

Accommodation 

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

yourself. 

 

Emergency Contact E-Mail Address:  rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp (Rie KOIZUMI) 

Received e-mail messages will be automatically forwarded to her mobile phone.  

 

To Presenters 

1. Presenters will have 20 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, please pay the ¥3,000 ñPresentation feeò (different from ñAttendance feeò) 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 are in the room. There is sound system and you can play sounds from your computer.  

5. LAN internet access is NOT available. 

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

7. If you need a letter of invitation, contact Rie KOIZUM at rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp 

To All Participants 

 .Please use public transportation to come to the venueה

 .No smoking is permitted on campusה
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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 order of the presentations. 

 

 

 

⅛╠─⅔ ╠∑ 

┼─↔  

 

 

Ẽ  

1. ⱨ◊꜠☻♩Ɫ►☻1 ─ ⱱכꜟ≢ ™╕∆⁹ 

2. │⁸ 1,000 ה ╩ ╗ ⁸ 3,000 √∞⇔ │1,000

≢∆⁹ ─ ≢╙⁸ ≢ ⅝╩ ⅎ┌ │ 1,000 ≤⌂╡╕∆⁹JLTA

│⁸ │8,000 ⁸ │5,000 ⁸ │1,000 ≢∆⁹ 

3. │⁸ ╩⅔ ↑ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

4. │4,000 ≢∆⁹ ≢⅔ ™ↄ∞↕™⁹ │₈◄ⱳ♇◒ 21₉3 ꜝ►fi☺

⌐≡ ⅛╣╕∆⁹ ◐ꜗfiⱤ☻הⱴ♇ⱪ p. 52  

5. ─ ⌐│⁸ JaLTA 18 2014 ₑ╩ ≢ ⇔╕∆⁹

⅛╠ₐ ₑ│ ⌐ ⇔╕∑╪─≢⁸↔ ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

 

Ẽ ה  

ה .1 ≤⇔≡⁸ⱨ◊꜠☻♩Ɫ►☻ F101╩↔ ↄ∞↕™⁹ │ ≢│ ™√

⇔╕∑╪⁹ꜚ ♬○fi☻◒◄▪ ─◖fiⱦ♬◄fi☻ה☻♩▪ 10:00-17:00 ≢ ⅜ ≢⅝╕∆⁹ 

2. ⁸ ≢│ ─ ⅜ ⌐ ≢∆⁹ │◐ꜗfiⱤ☻הⱴ♇ⱪ≢↔

ↄ∞↕™⁹ p. 52  

ꜚ♬○fi◌ⱨ▼♥ꜞ▪ ꜚ♬○fi☻◒◄▪  11:00-14:00 

C-Cube                         12:00-19:00 

◘Ⱪ►▼▬ ☿fi♩ꜝꜟ▪כ◒       10:00-17:00 

3. ─ ╖ │ⱨ◊꜠☻♩Ɫ►☻ F101⌐↔↨™╕∆⁹ 

▪◄◒☻ⱦ☻│⁸ꜚ♬○fiכ◘ .4 ─◖fiⱦ♬◄fi☻ה☻♩▪≢ ⅝⅜ ≢∆⁹

10:00-17:00  

 

Ẽ  

─ │™√⇔≡⅔╡╕∑╪⁹ 

 

Ẽ ─Eⱷכꜟ▪♪꜠☻  rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp  

─Eⱷכꜟ▪♪꜠☻⌐ ↕╣╕∆⁹ 

 

 

 

ה ⌐ │ ⇔≡⅔╡╕∑╪⁹ ─ ╩⅔ ™ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

ה │ ≢∆ 
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┼─↔  

1. 20 ─ ≤10 ─ ─ ⅜№╡╕∆⁹ 

2. ╩ ╕↕╣⁸ 10 ⌐│⁸ ⌐⅔ ⇔ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

3. ─ │⁸₈ ₉ ≤│ ─3,000 ╩⁸ ⌐ ™╩⅔ ™™√⇔╕

∆⁹↓╣│⁸ⱪ꜡◓ꜝⱶ⌐ ∆╢ ∆═≡⌐ ↕╣╕∆⁹ 

4. ↔ ⌐ⱪ꜡☺▼◒♃╩ ╦╣╢ │⁸PC≤─ │ ≢ ∫≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ ⌐

│ⱪ꜡☺▼◒♃≤≤╙⌐ ─╠⅛Ⱪꜟ╙↔↨™╕∆⁹PCכ◔ ╩ ─☻Ⱨכ◌כ⅛╠
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5. ▬fi♃כⱠ♇♩┼─ │≢⅝╕∑╪⁹ 

6. ≢⅝⌂™ ⌐ ⅎ⁸Ɫfi♪▪►♩─↔ ╩⅔ ╘⇔╕∆⁹ 

7. ⌂≥⅜ ⌂ │⁸rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp ( ) ╕≢↔ ↄ∞↕™⁹ 

 

─ ┼─↔  

1. 1 ⌐≈⅝1 ─ ╩⅔ ™⇔≡™╕∆⁹ 
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3. ╘╠╣√ ⌐ ╩ ╘≡ↄ∞↕™⁹ ╛ ╩ ⅎ⌂™≢ↄ∞↕™⁹ 
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3. Abstracts ( ) 

 

 

Keynote Speech (F204) 9:45-11:00 

 

Validity, Validation and Development: Building and Operationalizing a Comprehensive Model 

 

Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council)  

Barry.O'Sullivan@britishcouncil.org  

 

For too long there has been a misfit between theories 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 one hand and 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 development of óbetterô tests. 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, I will re-visit the socio-cognitive 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, I hope to offer a pathway in which the three elements of 

validity, validation and development are based on a single unified model.  

   Focusing on the British Councilôs Aptis speaking test paper, I will then demonstrate how it is possible to 

operationalize such a unified model in the design, implementation and validation of a test. 

 

Bio 

Barry OôSullivan 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 books on language 

testing, Issues in Business English Testing (CUP, 2006) and Modelling Performance in Tests of Spoken Language 

(Peter Lang, 2008) and two edited volumes (Language testing: theories and practices, Palgrave, 2011; The 

Cambridge Guide to Second Language Assessment, CUP, 2012 Έ 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 worked with ministries, universities and 

examination boards. Recent projects include the British Councilôs Aptis 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. 
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Symposium (F204) 15:45-17:15 

 

Speaking Assessment for EFL Learners: How Can it Encourage Them to Speak? 

(EFL ─√╘─☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ⌐ ∆↓≤╩ ↕∑╢↓≤⅜≢⅝╢⅛ ) 

 

   Coordinator   Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba) 

   Panelists    Tomoyasu AKIYAMA  (Bunkyo University) 

Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu) 

Akiyo HIRAI  (University of Tsukuba) 

   Discussant     Barry OôSULLIVAN (British Council ) 

 

Introduction  

Coordinator: Akiyo HIRAI  (University of Tsukuba) 

hirai.akiyo.ft @u.tsukuba.ac.jp 

 

A series of ongoing proposals and recommendations on nurturing English communication skills corresponding to 

globalization were made by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science & Technology (MEXT) in Japan. 

These proposals include recommendations such as conducting the class in English, testing all four skills in 

entrance exams, utilizing external language tests for university entrance, and measuring teachersô English levels. 

Under the circumstances, more attention has been given to speaking, and teachers may try hard to provide 

students more opportunities to use English. However, when it comes to assessing oral performance it has always 

been a challenge due to the nature of oral performance.    

The symposium thus focuses on this challenge from three angles: speaking tests in entrance examinations, 

external speaking tests, and classroom-based speaking tests. First, Akiyama examines the feasibility of introducing 

speaking tests into senior high school entrance examinations by using a psychometric approach and by exploring 

various stakeholdersô point of views. Next, Kaneko provides explanations about the American Council on the 

Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) related speaking tests such as TSST and SST, and examines the 

characteristics of examineesô performances elicited from different types of test tasks. Lastly, Hirai discusses 

important features of classroom assessment and gives examples of how a retelling speaking test and its rating 

scales can accommodate these features. 

 The symposium touches upon not only the validity and reliability but also the practicality and washback of 

different kinds of speaking tests. It is hoped that the symposium can be a place to exchange opinions on how 

teachers can conduct speaking assessment more effectively for their students.  
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Paper 1: The Possibility of Introducing Speaking Tests Into Senior High School  

Entrance Examinations 

 

Tomoyasu AKIYAMA  (Bunkyo University) 

akitomo@koshigaya.bunkyo.ac.jp 

  

The teaching guidelines for English issued by the Japanese Ministry of Education (1998 & 2008) have stated that 

speaking is one of the most important skills for junior and senior high school students. Despite the emphasis on 

the development of speaking skills, the existing English tests do not include an assessment of speaking skills. 

There is a clear discrepancy between the aims of the guidelines and the skills tested in entrance examinations. 

Thus, this paper presents an investigation of the feasibility of introducing speaking tests into the existing English 

tests of senior high school entrance examination in Japan.  

A way to bridge this gap could be to introduce speaking tests into the English tests of senior high school 

entrance examinations, a step that would necessitate considering the validity of such tests. A questionnaire survey 

of teachers and students, and interviews with government officials and academics responsible for tests, were used 

to ascertain stakeholdersô attitudes towards the introduction of speaking tests and their views on possible 

washback effects on the teaching of English (Study 1). In order to respond to concerns expressed by stakeholders 

in Study 1 about reliability, a possible oral skills component in an existing test was developed, and trialled. Test 

scores were analysed, focusing on the practicality of the administration and psychometric adequacy of 

investigating student ability, raters, tasks and items via the Rasch measurement (Study 2). 

Preliminary findings from Study 2 showed that the speaking tests developed were psychometrically 

adequate to measure junior high school studentsô oral skills. However, Study 1 revealed that while most 

stakeholders were positive about the introduction of speaking tests, two stakeholder groups ï some Education 

Boards and senior high school teachers ï were not.  

This paper demonstrates that validity investigations need to include not only psychometric analysis but also 

a consideration of the competing values of stakeholders. 

 

Bio  

Tomoyasu Akiyama is involved in teaching and research methods, and language testing. His research interests 

include learnersô motivation and mindsets as well as validity investigations of high school, university and teacher 

employment examinations using the Rasch measurement. 
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Paper 2: Validity and Practicality of Using ACTFL-Related Speaking Tests 

for Japanese EFL Learners 

 

Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu) 

kaneko@u-aizu.ac.jp 

 

In 1982, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) developed Oral Proficiency 

Interview (OPI), a face-to-face interview (or ódirectô) test, for the purpose of measuring L2 oral proficiency. The 

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, semi-direct 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 speaking tests that belong to the óACTFL-family,ô OPI, OPIc, Standard Speaking 

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 computer-mediated in-house semi-direct 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 tasks, three-way comparison 

among the speeches in the semi-direct test, the direct monologue task, and the direct dialogue task was possible. 

The analyses show that the semi-direct test elicited longest and most complex sentences from all the three learners, 

while lexical richness and density were not 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 individual test takers 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 acquisition and instruction for EFL learners, with special interest in 

teaching/assessment of L2 speaking and phonology. Her Ph.D. in English comes from the University of 

Wisconsin ï Milwaukee. 
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Paper 3: Toward a Practical Speaking Assessment to Facilitate Learning 

in the Classroom 

 

Akiyo HIRAI  (University of Tsukuba) 

 

Classroom speaking tests can be differentiated from tests for entrance examinations or external oral proficiency 

tests, such as SST, TSST, and speaking sections of TOEFL iBT, IELTS, and EIKEN, in the degree of formality 

and the purposes for which they are used. First, a classroom-based test is relatively low-stakes and it is easier for a 

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

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

use them in new contexts. Third, it is better for a teacher to create or flexibly modify a test and its scoring scale, so 

that they can let students focus on different aspects of oral language according to the aim of the lesson.  

Practicality and washback related issues in addition to reliability and validity aspects on classroom speaking 

assessment are explored by showing some empirical studies collected 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 

monologue-type speaking test, and then evaluated their performances in pairs using a checklist-type rating scale 

without rater training. They also took a Telephone Standard Speaking Test (TSST), an external monologue-type 

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

compared with their scores of TSST. The results are interpreted regarding the applicability of peer assessment 

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

symposium, modified versions of rating descriptors are introduced depending on the purpose of the class and the 

levels of the students.    

 

 

Bio 

Akiyo Hirai is professor of Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences at University of Tsukuba. She received her 

EdD from Temple University in 2001 and was a visiting scholar at UCLA in 2004. Her current interests include 

classroom speaking assessment and large-scale language assessment, on which she published articles in 

Language Assessment Quarterly and some major domestic journals. She has also devoted herself to research 

methodology and worked as advisor for some language organizations.  
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Paper Session 

Room 1 (F102)  Part II  (11:45 12:15) 

 

The Occurrence and the Success Rate of Self-Initiated Self-Repair Depending on the Grammatical 

Difficulty of Triggers  

 

Rintaro SATO (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 process. In the contexts 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 their ill-formed previous utterance. This phenomenon is referred to, 

in second language acquisition (SLA) research, as self-initiated self-completed 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 occurrence and the success rate of self-initiated self-repair 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 of self-initiated self-repair regardless of grammatical difficulty of triggers, 

which implies the importance of creating situations where students can self-initiate to repair their own errors and 

mistakes. However, this study should be regarded as a preliminary pilot study because of several limitations. The 

author welcomes feedback and advice from the audience to improve the study. 
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Room 1 (F102)  Part III  (13:45 14:15) 

 

Spelling Knowledge: Some Missing Skills in EFL Learnersô Vocabulary Acquisition 

 

Sachiyo TAKANAMI (Toyo University, Part -time lecturer) 

sachiyotakanami@gmail.com 

 

This study aimed to diagnose learnersô knowledge of English spelling during various types of tasks. Even in 

English-speaking countries, writing correct spellings is a very difficult task, especially for beginner learners. Each 

word has three symbolic codes related to ñform and meaningò (Nation, 2001): sound (pronunciation), letter 

(spelling), and meaning (comprehension). Therefore, there are three main skills that we need to consider: decode, 

spell, and comprehend. The purpose of the study is (a) to identify the weaknesses of Japanese EFL learnersô 

spelling knowledge related to vocabulary acquisition and (b) to identify the learnersô types (or categories) with 

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 

used the term ñreadò to refer to both ñdecodeò and ñcomprehendò. However, there is no doubt that detailed 

categories would help us understand learnersô weaknesses more precisely, and it would help us provide 

appropriate instruction to the learners. Therefore, the author 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- C+), 

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

(4) Good decoder, poor speller, poor comprehender (D+ S- C-), 

(5) Poor decoder, good speller, good comprehender (D- S+ C+), 

(6) Poor decoder, poor speller, good comprehender (D- S- C+), 

(7) Poor decoder, good speller, poor comprehender (D- S+ C-), 

(8) Poor decoder, poor speller, poor comprehender (D- C- S-). 

 

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 were all introduced in 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 decoders (D-). However, almost all of the learners 

could understand the target wordsô meanings (i.e., comprehend) in Japanese. From these results, almost half of the 

learners were categorized as ñGood decoder, poor speller, good comprehender (D+ S- C+).ò A series of 

experiments succeeded in finding out learnersô lack of knowledge related to English spelling. 
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Room 1 (F102)  Part IV (14:20 14:50) 

 

Senior High School Studentsô Perceptions and Use of Test Performance Feedback in Score Reports in the 

Global Test of English Communication for Students and the Eiken 

 

Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University)    

rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp 

Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University) 

 

 

Providing feedback on learnersô test performance is considered essential in that it can contribute to a more 

accurate understanding of their current proficiency levels, promote effective curriculum planning, and help avoid 

misinterpretation 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 investigated how test 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 qualitatively reports test takersô responses toward score reports and supplementary materials 

provided by two large-scale English language tests used in Japan: the Global Test of English Communication for 

Students (GTECfS) and the Eiken Test in Practical English Proficiency (Eiken). Our research questions are as 

follows: (a) How do Japanese senior high students perceive score reports and supplementary materials for 

GTECfS 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 interviews, 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 supplementary 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 on a variety of aspects of the score reports in relation 

to design improvement. Although the results of this small-scale study should be interpreted cautiously, this type of 

inquiry can help enhance ties between assessment and instruction and contribute to assessment for learning. 
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Room 2 (F103)  Part I (11:10 11:40) 
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tokunagamiki@fukuoka-u.ac.jp 
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Room 2 (F103)  Part II  (11:45 12:15) 

 

ꜝfi◒ ⌐ ≠ↄ◖fiⱧꜙכ♃ ♥☻♩─ ▪▬♥ⱶⱣfi◒ ⌐ ∆

╢◘fiⱪꜟ◘▬☼≤ ꜝfi◒ ─  

 

☻ⱦכ◘◓fi♬כꜝ    

akiyama@e-learning-service.co.jp 
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Room 2 (F103)  Part III  (13:45 14:15) 

 

Relationship Between Task Difference and Test-Taking Strategies in Multiple-Choice Listening Tests:  

A Qualitative Study 

Hideki IIMURA (Prefectural University of Kumamoto)  

orangemaniajp@yahoo.co.jp 

 

 

This study provides a report on the qualitative research into the test-taking strategies employed in different tasks 

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

1. ñPicture-description.ò During this task, test-takers hear four statements about a picture and then select the one 

statement that best describes the scene depicted in the picture. 

2. ñQuestion-response.ò In this task, test-takers hear a question or statement and hear three responses in English. 

They then each select the best response to the question or statement. 

3. ñConversation.ò In this task, test-takers hear longer dialogues and then answer three questions about each case 

of dialogue. 

4. ñTalk.ò Test-takers hear longer monologues and then answer three questions about each monologue. 

 

The tasks mentioned above are clearly different from each other, and therefore it can be postulated that each task 

requires test-takers to use different language skills/strategies or cognitive processing skills to answer each type of 

question. To investigate how test-takers comprehend listening passages interacting with questions and options, 

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 differences between the tasks. The results suggested that task difference affected test-takersô listening process 

and test performance. In other words, test-takersô strategy use in multiple-choice listening tests would vary 

according to each task. 
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Room 2 (F103)  Part IV  (14:20 14:50) 

 

Invited Paper 

Creativity -Fostering Assessment of English at Schools: Why and How? 

 

WonKey LEE (Seoul National University of Education, Korea) 

wkl@snue.ac.kr 

 

In Korea the washback effect of the national test called óCollege Scholastic Ability Testô is exercising 

an enormous influence on every aspect of teaching and learning at schools. The CSAT assessing only listening 

and reading has been given in the form of multiple-choice question (MCQ) 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, resulting in 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 method of assessment. This poses a great problem in school education: Studentsô passive attitude is 

systematically encouraged in schools, and creativity-fostering is systematically blocked. If passive attitude, 

instead of creativity, keeps being encouraged, school education may cease to have hope for the future, because 

creativity seems 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 a delphi-type questionnaire and an interview-type 

discussion to about 45 highly-experienced elementary English teachers. The subjects will be asked to present their 

views on creativity and what they do for creativity-fostering and how the creativity fostering English education 

can be made feasible in the ordinary English classes. Their opinions expressed in the delphi-type questionnaire 

will be fully elucidated by an interview-type 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 assessment in a typical EFL 

context. 

 

 

 

http://webmail.ritsumei.ac.jp/cgi-bin/genMail?adr=wkl@snue.ac.kr&
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Increasing Transparency of Test Results: An Effect-Driven Approach for a College English Exit Test in 

Taiwan 

 

Tammy Huei-Lien, HSU (Fu-Jen Catholic University, Taiwan) 

089975@mail.fju.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 test design process, the 

effect-driven approach, (Fulcher & Davidson, 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 the effect-driven 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, and increase transparency of test results for stakeholders.  

 

The existing problem is the decline of college studentsô English proficiency level. In view of this, a recent 

mandate from the Ministry of Education of Taiwan requires college graduates to reach proficiency levels 

equivalent to at least the B1 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 objectives of general English courses to strengthen studentsô communicative competency.  

Four intended effects were formulated, with the first three responding to the internal mandates. Effect 1: the 

college English exit test allows shared power and collaboration between testers and target stakeholders to 

investigate constructs being measured in the test. Effect 2: the test promotes beneficial learning and teaching by 

means of linking general English course objectives to test design. Effect 3: the test provides students with 

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: Effect 4: the test promotes better learning and 

teaching outcomes by linking 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 drawn from teachersô and studentsô evaluation of the design, cognitive demands 

required for the test tasks and course activities, and coherence of the topics between the former. Several findings 

supported the first three intended effects, such as studentsô test-taking experience in the pilot tests, teachersô and 

studentsô satisfaction with the test design, their positive evaluations on the transparency and meaningfulness of the 

score report, and their support for bridging the gap between general English courses and test design for positive 

washback. For evidence for the fourth intended effect, a pre-alignment 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 findings suggest teachersô concern over the abstract descriptors in some of the levels difficult to 

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 will also discuss challenges of the 

adoption and adaption of the CEFR in Taiwan. 

 

http://webmail.ritsumei.ac.jp/cgi-bin/genMail?adr=089975@mail.fju.edu.tw&
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Tests That Teach: Against the Usual View That Testing and Teaching Are Two Completely Different 

Activities 

Randy THRASHER (Professor Emeritus International Christian University) 

rhthrasher75@gmail.com 

Language testers have become interested in helping classroom language teachers develop a deeper understanding 

of language testing. This association has been involved in this effort; first by providing workshops for teachers 

and now by offering on-line tutorials. However, most of this effort has been 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 content of the usual 

Educational Measurement ( ) course that teacher trainees are required to take, but it doesnôt seem to be 

considered very useful by the classroom teachers. The complaint that they are too busy teaching to give tests 

continues to be a common one. This 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 to help teachers 

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. 

The paper 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 Textbooks in Korea 

 

KyuNam SHIM  (Cheongju National University of Education, Korea) 

knshim@cje.ac.kr 

 

This study aims to analyze 5th and 6th grade English textbooks and teachersô guides which are now in use in 

the primary schools. This study also sets out to gain the teachersô perceptions on the testing materials presented in 

the textbooks and the teachersô guides. In order to conduct the study, through literature review, analysis criteria of 

test items were constructed with two angles: test item types and thinking process types. To investigate teachersô 

perceptions, a questionnaire consisting of a number of open-end questions and some close-ended ones was 

administered to over 84 teachers from different areas in Korea. 

The results of the study are as follows: First, almost all 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 types, multiple-choice questions, true-false 

questions, matching items, and sequencing items were generally used in order to assess the comprehension skills 

of English language. Item types asking the learnersô limited 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 address 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 where the learners 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 was most frequently used 

type of item for the teachersô guides. Fifth, the participating teachers were generally satisfied with the test items 

presented in the textbooks and the teachersô guides, but they also put forward a number of opinions relevant to the 

issue of improving 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) executed a project 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 relate CASEC 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 begin by briefly describing what the ñtextbookò procedure for relating tests to the CEFR, as 

written in Relating Language Examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 

Learning, Teaching and Assessment (Council 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 training hours, 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 

face-to-face component of the training and the benchmarking procedure had to be adapted to suit the projectôs 

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 will 

be able to see 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 problems. For example, 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 valid results. Another 

discussion point will be how we dealt with CASEC Section 4, which is a dictation task and not particularly 

conducive to CEFRôs action-oriented language model. 

References 

Council of Europe. 2009. Relating Language Examinations to the Common European Framework of Reference 

for Languages: Learning, Teaching and Assessment. 

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Source/ManualRevision-proofread-FINAL_en.pdf. Accessed July 2013. 

 



 29 

Room 4 (F105)  Part I (11:10 11:40) 

 

Examining Rater and Speed-Up Effects on the Objective Communicative Speaking Test 

 

Aaron Olaf BATTY  (Keio University) 

abatty@sfc.keio.ac.jp 

Jeffrey STEWART  (Kyushu Sangyo University) 

jeffjrstewart@gmail.com 

 

The use of rating rubrics in speaking 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 

raterôs familiarity with the speakerôs language and/or culture has also been shown to impact scores and recent 

research has confirmed that subjective ratersô accuracy decreases with time. Finally, a growing body of research 

questions the value of ñexpertò judgments of language ability, citing the difficulty of achieving consensus.  

 

To address these issues, the researchers developed the Objective Communicative Speaking Test, a task-based, 

tablet-computer-mediated, online test of communicative ability. Examinees are presented with information (a 

word, picture, or audio lecturette) on a tablet, which is explained to a rater unaware of what has been presented to 

the examinee. On the raterôs tablet appear several options from which to choose, based on the explanation 

provided by the examinee. When the rater selects an answer, 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 complete the task successfully using the examineeôs instructions, mitigates the influence of 

rater subjectivity from the measurements. Results of a previous study examining construct-irrelevant variance by 

comparing L1-speaker scores on the test to L2-speaker scores indicated that the test method shows promise as an 

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) speed to task completion could be influenced by 

examineesô familiarity with the test format. In relation to the first concern, a one-way ANOVA on raters indicated 

that differences in rater severity were statistically insignificant for all but one rater. Subsequent feedback indicated 

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 little speed-up thereafter. 

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

0.87 to 0.88. 
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Rater Language Background and Scoring Validity in the Assessment of Spoken and Written 

Performances of Test Takers From Diverse Linguistic Backgrounds 

 

Jamie DUNLEA (British Council)  

jamie.dunlea@britishcouncil.org 

 

The study looks at whether rater 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 large-scale, international test of English as 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 the differential 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 

diverse population 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 both native-speaking (NS) and 

non-native speaking (NNS) raters. Both NS and NNS raters may also have differing degrees of familiarity with 

the accents and writing styles of test takers from different L1 backgrounds.  Previous studies have investigated 

differences between NS raters and NNS raters, but have focused either on the rating of spoken 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 

ratersô familiarity with test takersô accent (Winke, Gass, & Myford, 2012). An important feature of these studies 

was the use of trained raters and explicit rating scales, which not only represents best practice in language 

assessment but also controls for these aspects as potentially 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 investigate differences in the ratings between 

raters from different L1 backgrounds of test takers from three geographically and linguistically distinct groups. 
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CEFR ☺ꜗfiꜟ ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ┘☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ─◒♇ꜞⱩכꜟ ≤ ─  

 

    

n.naganuma@tokai-u.jp 

 ☿fi♃כ  

Ⱬ◙הכ☺ꜛfi♁fi ☿fi♃כ  

  

 

☿fi♃כꜜ⁸│≢כ꜡♇Ɽ (CEFR)⌐ ⇔√ꜝ▬♥

▫fi◓ ┘☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ╩ ∫≡⅔╡⁸ Ɽ☻ⱳכ♩╩ ⇔≡™╢⁹ꜝ ▬♥▫fi◓ ≢│⁸

English Profile Programme─ ♃☻◒╩ⱬ⁸⇔≥☻כEⱷ⁸ꜟכ ⁸ ─3≈─♃☻◒╩⁸☻Ⱨ

◓fi◐כ ≢│⁸ACTFL-OPI⌐ ≠™√Standard Speaking Test─ ♃☻◒╩ ⇔⁸꜡ כ ⱪהꜟ

ꜝ⁸─כꜗ♅◒Ⱨהכ♃☻ꜝ◒⁸כꜗ♅◒Ⱨה☻fi◄◒כ◦⁸▬꜠ ▬♥▫fi◓≤ ⇔√☺ꜗfiꜟ─

♃☻◒╩ ↑≡™╢⁹ 

 ⌐№√∫≡│⁸∕╣∙╣CEFR─Written ┘Oral Assessment Criteria Grid╩ ⇔√ ─ꜟ

╩◒♇ꜞⱩכ ⇔⁸ ╩ ∫≡⅝√⅜⁸Written Assessment Criteria Grid≢│⁸ ≢│Range⁸

Coherence⁸Accuracy─ ⅜ ↑╠╣≡™╢╙──⁸ ≢│Description≤Argument─2≈─☺

ꜗfiꜟ─ ⇔⅛⌂ↄ⁸╕√⁸Argument│B1⅛╠─ ≢№╡⁸A2 ─꜠ⱬꜟ─ ⅜⌂™⁹

⁸Oral Assessment Criteria Grid≢│⁸Range⁸Coherence⁸Accuracy⌐ ⅎ≡⁸Fluency≤ Interaction

─ │№╢╙──⁸ ─☺ꜗfiꜟ ⅜⌂™⁹ 

 ∕↓≢ ≢│⁸CEFR─ Illustrative Scales ┘EQUALS-ALTE─ ⇔√Bank of DescriptorsAs 

Scales─ ꜠ⱬꜟ ╩ ⇔⁸☺ꜗfiꜟ ─ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ─◒♇ꜞⱩכꜟ ╩ ╢⁹

╕√⁸☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ⌐ ⇔≡│⁸↓╣╕≢ ⅛⇔◒♇ꜞⱩכꜟ ↑≡™⌂⅛∫√≤↓╤╩⁸ꜝ

▬♥▫fi◓ ≤Ɽꜝ꜠ꜟ─☺ꜗfiꜟ ╩◒♇ꜞⱩכꜟ ∆╢⁹↕╠⌐⁸Oral Assessment╩ ≤

⇔√CEFR─Supplementary Criteria Grid⌐╟╢Plus Levels─ A2+⁸B1+⁸B2+ ╙ ⇔⌂⅜

╠⁸ⱪꜝ☻ ─ ⌐≈™≡╙ ∆╢⁹ 

 ╠ 2013 ≢│⁸2009 2012 ─ ⌐≥╙╩♃כ♦ ╩ ∫√ ⁸ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓─

☺ꜗfiꜟ ≤☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ≤≢│⁸ ≤─ ⌐⅔™≡ ╙ ™ ╩ ⇔√⅜⁸

≢│⁸2013 ☻כ◔⌐≥╙╩♃כ♦─ ⌐ ─ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ≤☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓─ ⅝

⌐≥↔ꜟfiꜗ☺╩♃כ♦⇔↓ ∆╢↓≤⌐╟∫≡⁸↕╠⌂╢ ─ ╩ ╢⁹╕√⁸ꜟ

─◒♇ꜞⱩכ ─ ⌐╙ ◒♇ꜞⱩכꜟ⁸∑↕ ─ ─ ╙ ℮⁹ 
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2 ─♥☻♩ ₈ ─ ≢ ⇔√ ─ ₉≤─  

 

( )  

u16yoko@gmail.com 

( )  

( )  

( )  

(  )  

 

Green (2007)⌐⅔™≡│⁸♥☻♩─ ╓∆ ⌐ ⇔≡⁸ ≤⌂╢ ≤ ─♥☻♩

≤─ ⅜ ⌂↑╣┌ ⌂™╒≥⁸╟╡ ╕⇔ↄ⌂™ ⅜ ∆╢ ⅜№╢≤↕╣≡™

╢⁹2013 ⌐50 ╩ ⅎ√ ⁸ │Brown and Nakamura (2011)≢

↕╣√╟℮⌐⁸ ─ ⌐ ╕⇔™ ╩╙√╠∆↓≤╩ ≤⇔≡⁸ 230

⅜ ∆╢ ⱪ꜡◓ꜝⱶ≤⌂∫≡™╢⁹ ⌐⅔™≡│ ⁸ ╛ ⌂≥─

ⱬfi♅ⱴכ◒≤⇔≡ ↕╣╢↓≤╙ ™ 2 ⌐ ╩ ≡≡∕─♥☻♩☻Ɑ♇◒╩ ∆╢⁹

─ ⌐⁸ ⅜ 2014 ⌐ ⇔√₈ ─ ≢ ⇔√ ─

⁸ ₉⌐⅔↑╢₈ ₉─ ↄ↓≤ה ה≥↓∆ ה≥↓╗

ↄ↓≤ ─ ╩ ™≡ ╩ ∫√⁹ ⌐⅔™≡│TEAP(Test of English for Academic Purposes)

─ ╕⇔™ ⌐ ∆╢ a priori validation ≢ ™╠╣√ⱨ꜠כⱶ꞉כ◒╩

⇔≡⁸ᵑ ≢ ╦╣╢♃☻◒⌐ ⇔≡2 ⅜ ∆╢TLU(Target Language Use)⌐ ≠™≡≥─

╟℮⌂☻◐ꜟ⅜ ╘╠╣╢⅛⁸ᵒ♃☻◒♃▬ⱪ⁸ᵓ♥◐☻♩♃▬ⱪ⁸ᵔ ⁸ᵕCEFR꜠ⱬꜟ⁸

ᵖ ↕╣╢ ╕⇔™ ⁸ ┘ᵗ ─ ≤─ ⌐ ╩ ≡⁸ ╩ ∫

√⁹ │⁸ 7≈─ ╩ ≈─ ╖≤⇔≡ ⇔√ ⌐⁸2 ─ ╕⇔™ ⌐ ∆

╢ ╩ ™⁸ ⌐ ∂≡∕─ ╩ ™ ∆↓≤╩ ≤⇔≡™╢⁹ ─ ™ ♥

☻♩⌐⅔™≡│⁸ ⅜ ╩ ∆╢◖fi♥◒☻♩⌐ ∂≡∕─ ╩ ∆╢↓≤⅜ ╕⇔

™⅜ │∕─ ╡ ╖─ ≈≤⇔≡ ≠↑╠╣╢≤ ⅎ╠╣╢⁹ 
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Evaluating the Impact of Vertical Scaling of Eiken Tests Using the Rasch Model 

 

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 the need for 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 of test results 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), common-item 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 of taking 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 parameter estimation was used to estimate item and person 

parameters. 

 

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

After iterations of item and person deletion from the data, finally derived data were 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 

 

Trevor A. HOLSTER  (Fukuoka Womenôs University)   

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 far as Fry (1963) and 

was advocated by Quinn, Nation, and Millett (2007) for use in tracking gains in reading speed using standardized 

texts. However, as Wright and Stenner (1998) 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 al. (2007) made two major assumptions: that 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 program evaluation, reading speed tests were administered to a main sample of approximately 

230 students enrolled in a two-semester academic reading program, plus approximately 100 students enrolled in 

other reading classes as a calibration sample. Analysis of the results using many-faceted Rasch measurement 

(Linacre, 1994) allowed testing of the research questions, with both assumptions found to be unsupported. The 20 

reading texts supplied by Quinn et al. (2007) had a range of difficulty in excess of 2 logits, a difference that was 

both substantively and statistically significant. Raw wpm scores were found to not represent an equal-interval 

scale and should be converted to a log scale before comparisons of gains can be made between students at 

different levels of ability. These results cast doubt on the validity of studies based on the assumptions underlying 

Quinn et al. (2007). 
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3 ─ │ ⅛╠≥─╟℮⌂ ╩ ↑≡™╢─⅛ 

Ί ─Ᵽ♇◒◓ꜝ►fi♪⁸ ┘ ─ ╩ ⇔≡Ί 

 

  

j255328@myjuen.jp 

  

─ │⁸ 3 ─ ⅜ ⅛╠≥─╟℮⌂ ╩ ↑≡™╢─

⅛⁸ ⌐╟∫≡ ↑╢ ⌐ ⅜№╢─⅛⁸∕⇔≡ ⅜№╢≤∆╣┌∕─ ≤⇔≡ ⅎ

╠╣╢╙─│ ⅛⁸╩ ╠⅛⌐∆╢↓≤≢№╢⁹ 

Alderson and Wall (1993)│⁸ ⌐≈™≡ ⌐╙ ⌐╙⌂╡ ╢≤ ═≡⅔╡⁸ ∫≡⁸

♥☻♩⅛╠─ ⌐│ ⅝ↄ ↑≡ 2 ⅜№╢≤ ⅎ╠╣╢⁹ ≢│Davies (1985)

╠⌐ ≠™≡∕╣∙╣─ ╩ ⇔√ ≢⁸ 3 ─ ╩ ∆╢ ⅜⁸

─ ⅛╠ ≥∟╠─ ╩≥─ ↑≡™╢─⅛╩ ∆╢▪fi◔כ♩╩ ⇔⁸

30 ─ ⌐ ⇔≡╙╠∫√⁹▪fi◔כ♩ ⌐ ≠™≡⁸ ⅛╠ ↑╢

─ ╛ ↕⌐≈™≡ ⅎ╠╣╢4♃▬ⱪ─ ⌐ ⇔√⁹∆⌂╦∟ 1

⅛╠ ─ ╩ ↑≡™≡⁸ ─ │№╕╡ ↑≡™⌂™≤ ⅎ╠╣╢ ⁸ 2

⅛╠ ─ ╩ ↑≡™≡⁸ ─ │№╕╡ ↑≡™⌂™≤ ⅎ╠╣╢ ⁸3

⅛╠ ─ ╩ ↑≡™╢⅜⁸ ─ ╙ ∂ ↑≡™╢≤ ⅎ╠╣╢

⁸∕⇔≡ 4 ⅛╠ ─ ╩№╕╡ ↑≡™⌂™⅜⁸ ─ ╙ ⌐

↑≡™⌂™≤ ⅎ╠╣╢ ⁸≢№╢⁹ 

≢│↓─℮∟≥─♃▬ⱪ─ ⅜ ™─⅛╩ ⇔√ ≢⁸∕╣∙╣─♃▬ⱪ⅛╠ ⇔√

─ ─ ⁸ ⇔√ ♥☻♩─ 10 ─ ≤─ ⌐╟

╢ ⁸ ┘ ▬fi♃ⱦꜙכ─ ╩ ⇔⁸4≈─♃▬ⱪ─ ⌐ ╛ ∆╢ ♥☻♩

─ ≢≥─╟℮⌂ ⅜№╢─⅛╩ ∆╢⁹╕√⁸ ⅛╠⁸╟╡ ↄ─ ─ ╩

↑⌂⅜╠ 3 ─ ╩ ℮√╘⌐│≥─╟℮⌂ ⌐ ∆═⅝⌂─⅛≤™℮↓≤⌐≈

™≡╙ ∆╢⁹ 
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Room 5 (F109)  Part IV (14:20 14:50) 

 

☿fi♃כ ─ ♥☻♩ ⌐ ∆╢ ─  

 

  

kei@hs.keio.ac.jp 

30 ╟╡TOEIC® ─ ♥☻♩╩ ☿fi♃כ ─ ≤⇔≡ ∆╢ ⅜

⌐╟∫≡ ∂╠╣√⁹∕╣⌐ ™⁸ ─ ≢╙ ♥☻♩╩ ⇔√◌ꜞ◐

ꜙꜝⱶ ─ ⅜ ⇔≡™╢⁹⇔⅛⇔⁸☿fi♃כ ≤ ♥☻♩─ ╛♥☻♩

─ │ ⌂ↄ⁸ ─☿fi♃כ ─╒≤╪≥≢№╢ ─ ╙♃כ♦

№╕╡ ™╠╣≡™⌂™⁹ ≢│☿fi♃כ ≤TOEIC®⌐ ╩ ≡≡⁸ ─

⁸⌐≥╙╩♃כ♦ ≈─♥☻♩─ ≤ ╩ ∆╢⁹ 

─☿fi♃כ ─ ≤TOEIC♥☻♩ ─ ╩ ↑√106 ─ ─

ꜝ⁸⌐≥╙╩♃כ♦ ♇◦ꜙ ╩ ™≡ ─ ≤distractor─ ╩ ∫√⁹∕─ ⁸TOEIC

♥☻♩─╒℮⅜ │ ↄ⁸distractor ≢╙TOEIC♥☻♩─╒℮⅜☿fi♃כ ╟╡╙ infit≤

outfit─ ╣ ⅜ ⅛∫√⁹ ╩╙≤⌐ ♥☻♩─ ╩ ⇔⁸☿fi♃כ ┼─

♥☻♩ ─ ╡ ╩ ∂╢⁹╕√⁸ ⌐ ⇔√☿fi♃כ ─ ≤⁸malfunctioning 

distractors⅜ √TOEIC♥☻♩ ╩ ⇔⁸misfit ─ √ ╩ ⇔⌂⅜╠⁸

⅜ ∆╢high stakes⌂ ♥☻♩─ ⌐ ⇔≡⁸╟╡ ⌂ ╩ ⅎ√ ♥☻♩ ╛

∕─ ─ ╩ ∆╢⁹ 
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Room 6 (F110)  Part I (11:10 11:40) 

 

How Do Monolingual and Bilingual Versions of the Vocabulary Size Test Compare? 

 

Kurti s MCDONALD (Kobe College) 

kurtis@mail.kobe-c.ac.jp 

 

Nation and Beglarôs Vocabulary Size Test (VST) was introduced in 2007 as a way to relatively quickly and easily 

assess written receptive knowledge of the most frequently used 14,000 word families of English via a series of 

140 multiple choice items. Since its introduction, use of the VST has continued to grow along with research into 

how it should best be administered. One area of this research has looked into the potential value of administering 

bilingual versions of the VST in order to more accurately capture the degree of vocabulary knowledge that 

second language learners may possess. Although recent articles by Nguyen and Nation (2011), Karami (2012), 

and Elgort (2013) have identified a number of issues to be taken into account when developing bilingual versions 

of the VST, there have been few attempts to directly compare the vocabulary size estimates that each version of 

the test provides for the same group of learners. 

 

This study seeks to contribute to this area of research by examining the degree to which English vocabulary size 

estimates garnered from the monolingual English version of the VST compare to those from an established 

bilingual Japanese version for the same group of 133 native speakers of Japanese. In addition to comparing the 

scores from the different versions of the VST, it investigates the degree to which an individualôs scores from the 

two versions of the test correlate with one another as well as with scores from two administrations of the TOEIC 

conducted within the same time period. Finally, it examines how the scores from the two versions of the VST 

behave as the frequency of the word families tested proceeds from more commonly used vocabulary to less 

commonly used words. 
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Room 6 (F110)  Part II ( 11:45 12:15) 

 

Calculating Vocabulary Size From Test Scores With 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 vocabulary taught 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 vocabulary size 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 above learnersô ability. This presentation outlines an alternate 

method for estimating vocabulary size from a test score using item response theory, which allows estimation of 

total vocabulary size from a non-random sample of words well-matched to learnersô ability, resulting in tests of 

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 university in Southern Japan and is used as an example. 
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Room 6 (F110)  Part III ( 13:45 14:15) 

 

Investigating University Studentsô Vocabulary Sizes and the VST 

 

Stuart MCLEAN (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) suggested that the vocabulary size of non-English-major Japanese university students was 

between 2,000 and 2,300 word families. In these studies vocabulary knowledge was assessed based on only three 

thousand word families, however, with students completing self-checking familiarity surveys. This paper reports 

on Vocabulary Size Test (VST) scores from university students across Japan (N = 3427, Cronbachôs alpha = .92). 

The students were also grouped and analyzed by year, major, and hensachi (t-scores 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 

declined progressively for each university year subgroup, evidence in support of the lexical attrition seen in 

Okamotoôs (2007) and Cobb and Horstôs (1999) research in Japan and Hong Kong, respectively. English majors 

demonstrated greater lexical knowledge than science majors, who in turn out-performed 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 post-hoc analysis, however, unexpected patterns were found in the studentsô demonstrated knowledge: the 

students showed greater knowledge of less frequent 1000-word bands than more frequent word bands and 

variations of up to 60% were found in correct responses between consecutive items. The VST effectively 

separates 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. While Beglarôs (2010) validation indicates that the VST has high internal reliability, 

the overestimating of learnersô vocabulary sizes due to cognates and guessing also remain an issue. Commonly 

teachers and occasionally researchers incorrectly believe that VST scores can be accurately used when selecting 

materials and establishing a studentôs vocabulary level, but our research suggests otherwise. Thus, the VST and 

other vocabulary size instruments would benefit from further editing, being based on less formal corpora, 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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Room 6 (F110)  Part IV (14:20 14:50) 

 

The Creation and Validation of a Listening Vocabulary Levels Test 

 

Brandon KRAMER (Momoyama Gakuin University)   

brandon.L.kramer@gmail.com 

Stuart M CLEAN (Kyoto Prefectural University of Medicine) 

 

This presentation seeks to provide preliminary validity evidence for the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (LVLT), 

an aural vocabulary test that assesses knowledge of the first five 1000-word frequency levels and lexis from the 

AWL. In the LVLT, each 1000-word band is tested using 24 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 reverse-engineered from the published descriptions of previous vocabulary tests. Rather 

than using the Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT) format (see Schmitt, Schmitt, & Clapham, 2001), the 4-distractor 

multiple choice format of the VST was thought to be ideal, as the functioning of many of these items had been 

previously validated in 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 and piloting of this test, its administration at three Japanese universities 

(N = 214), as well as the analyses supporting the testôs validity as an accurate and reliable measure of studentsô 

aural vocabulary knowledge. The test validation included not only quantitative analyses but also qualitative 

interviews in order to verify the testôs 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, hypotheses concerning 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 minimal, and multiple 

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 is an accurate measure of examineesô knowledge of our 

participantsô aural vocabulary. 

 

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 

participants in 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 knowledge. The test form and audio file are freely available and will 

be available for download online.  

 

http://webmail.ritsumei.ac.jp/cgi-bin/genMail?adr=brandon.L.kramer@gmail.com&
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Room 7 (F111)  Part I (11:10 11:40) 

 

♥☻♩⌐ ∆╢ Ί ─ⱳכ☼─ ≤ ─ ↕⌐ ⇔≡Ί 

  

   

verde_290507@yahoo.co.jp 

 ⱷꜞכꜝfi♪    

 

│⁸ ♥☻♩(Sentence Repetition Test)⌐⅔™≡⁸♥☻♩ ─ ↕≤ ─ⱳכ☼─

─2≈─ ⌐╟∫≡⁸ ─ ⅜≥─╟℮⌐ ⌂╢─⅛╩ ⇔√╙─≢№╢⁹↕╠⌐⁸

─ ╩TOEIC─☻◖▪≤ ⇔⁸2≈─ ⅜TOEIC─☻◖▪⌐ ∆╢ ⌐≥℮

╩ ⅎ╢─⅛╙ ═√⁹ 

 │ ╩ ≤∆╢ 77 ≢№∫√⁹ ♥☻♩⌐│⁸ ─

≤ⱳכ☼─ ─4 ╩ ⇔√⁹ ™ (5 ≤7 )≤ ™ (9 ≤11 )╩16 ∏≈⁸

32─ ╩ ⇔⁸ ⌐ 3 ─ⱳכ☼╩ ↄ ≤ ⅛⌂™ ─╙≤≢ ♥☻♩╩

⇔√⁹ 

 ⌐⁸ ─ ↕≤ⱳכ☼─ ╩ ≤⇔⁸ ╩ ≤⇔≡ ╩

∫√⁹ ⌐⁸ ≈─ ⌂╢ ─ ( ™ ☼כⱳה ⁸ ™ ☼כⱳה ⁸ ™ כⱳה

☼ ⁸ ™ ☼כⱳה )╩ ≤⇔⁸TOEIC☻◖▪╩ ≤⇔≡ ╩ ∫√⁹ 

─ │ ─ ╡≢№╢⁹1) ─ ↕│ ─ ⌐ ⇔⁸ ™ (5 ≤ 7 )╟╡╙

™ (9 ≤11 )─ ⅜⁸ ─ ⅜ ⅛∫√⁹2) ─ ↕≤ⱳכ☼─ ─ ─ │

≢№╡⁸ ™ ─ ⁸ⱳכ☼ ⇔─ ⅜ ⅜ ⇔ↄ⁸ ™ ─ ⁸ⱳכ☼ ╡─ ⅜ ⅜

⇔⅛∫√⁹≈╕╡⁸ⱳכ☼╩ ↄ↓≤⌐╟╡⁸ ™ ─ │ ⅜ ⇔ↄ⌂╡⁸ ™ ─ │

⅜ ⌐⌂∫√⁹3) │TOEIC☻◖▪╩№╢ ∆╢↓≤⅜≢⅝ R2 = .435⁸4

⌐⅔↑╢ ─ ≢⁸ ™ ☼כⱳה ⇔─ ⌐⅔↑╢ ─╖⅜⁸ ∆╢ ⅜

⌐ ≢№╢↓≤⅜ ↕╣√⁹≈╕╡⁸ ™ ≢⁸⅛≈ⱳכ☼╩ ⅛⌂™ ≢♥☻♩⇔√ ─

⅜⁸ ╙ TOEIC⌐╟∫≡ ↕╣╢ ╩ ∆╢↓≤⅜≢⅝╢≤ ≠↑╠╣╢⁹↓

╣│⁸ⱳכ☼─⌂™ ≢ ™ ╩ ∆╢ ⁸ ─ ⅜ ≤↕╣⁸ ─

↕╣√ ⅜╟╡ ↕╣╢√╘≢№╢≤ ⅎ╠╣╢⁹ 

 

 



 42 

Room 7 (F111)  Part II ( 11:45 12:15) 

 

♥☻♩ ≤ ─ ─  

  fNIRS♦כ♃─   

 

   

yuhirata@fc.ritsumei.ac.jp 

 

ₒ  x

─ ≢│ ⅜ ↕╣≡™╢⅜⁸ ─ │ ≢╙ ♥☻♩⌐ ∫≡

™╢ ⅜ ⅝™⁹⇔⅛⇔⁸∕─ ─ │ ⅜ ≢№╡⁸ ♥☻♩≢─ ⅜

╙☻כ◔™⌂™≡∫⅜⌂≈⌐ ™⁹∕↓≢⁸₈ ♥☻♩ ≤ ─ ─ ה

╩ ▬ⱷכ☺fi◓⌐╟∫≡ ⌐ ⇔⁸ ╛∕─ ⌐≈⌂⅜╢ ♥☻♩ ╩

∆╢↓≤₉╩ ≤⇔≡3 ─ⱪ꜡☺▼◒♩╩ ∟ →√⁹ │∕─ ≢№╡⁸↓╣╕≢ ╠

⅛⌐⌂∫√ ╩ ╕ⅎ⁸ ♃☻◒─ ╩ ╛⇔⁸ ─ ♃כ♦ ╩ ∫≡™

╢⁹ 

 

ₒ  x

▬ⱷכ☺fi◓⌐│ fNIRS ╩ ⇔√⁹ ─2 ╩ ≤⇔⁸ ♃☻◒│⁸

⁸ ╘╩∕╣∙╣5 ⁸ ♃☻◒│ ≤ ≢3 ∏≈ ∫√⁹ │⁸♩꜠fi♪

◓ꜝⱨ⌐╟╢ ⁸ ⁸∕⇔≡Ⱪ꜡כ◌כ ≤►▫ꜟ♬♇◔ ─2≈≢♃☻◒ ─

╩ ∫√⁹ 

 

ₒ  x

≢│ ─ ⅜ ╠╣√⁹1. ⌐ ♥☻♩ ╟╡╙ ─ ⅜ ⅝™⁹2. 

│ ─ │ ≢№╢⅜⁸ ♥☻♩ │ ≢№╢⁹ ─ ─

≤ ℮ 3. ─ ≢│♃☻◒ ≢ ⅜№╢↓≤⅜ ™⅜⁸ ─ ≢

│ ⅜ ™ ⌐♃כ♦─ ⅜⌂™ ╖ ╦∑⅜2≈№╡⁸ ≤─ ⅜ ╦╣

╢⁹ 

⁸ ─ ╛ ⌂≥╙ ╘⁸ ⌐ ♃כ♦⌐ ה ╩ ∆╢

⅜№╢⁹ 

 

ₒⱳ▬fi♩  x

1. ♥☻♩─ √⌂ ╩ ∆╢╙─≢№╢⁹ 

 

2. ▬ⱷכ☺fi◓╩ ∫√↓╣╕≢─ │⁸ ≤ ─ ⌐ ⇔√ ⁸≈╕╡⁸

≤ ⅜ √╢ ≢№∫√(Peterson et al. 1988)⁹↓╣⌐ ⇔⁸ │ ♥☻♩≤ ≤

™℮⁸ ≢─ ♃☻◒∕─╙─╩ √╢ ≤⇔≡™╢⁹ 
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Part V:  (Institutional Member Presentations) 14:55 15:25  

 

 

ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ↔─®Criterionꜟכ♠ F103ה2   

 

 CIEE  

myamaguchi@cieej.or.jp 

 

Criterion®│ ⅜ ⇔√◄♇☿▬╩ ⇔⁸╦∏⅛ ≢☻◖▪≤ⱨ▫כ♪Ᵽ♇◒╩ ∆╢↓

≤≢ ─⅛⅛╢ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓ ╩ ∆╢○fiꜝ▬fi♠⁹∆≢ꜟכTOEFL®♥☻♩╩ ∆╢

Educational Testing Service (ETS)⌐╟∫≡ ↕╣╕⇔√⁹ ≢│Criterion─♦⸗⅔╟┘

≢─ ה ╩↔ ⇔╕∆⁹ 

 

 

 

◖Ⱶꜙ♬◔כ◦ꜛfi ♥☻♩ CASEC ⌐≈™≡ F104ה3  

 

  

nogami@jiem.co.jp 

  

  

CASEC│  ⅜ ⇔ ⅜ ה ⇔≡™

╢ ◖Ⱶꜙ♬◔כ◦ꜛfi ♥☻♩≢ CAT ◖fiⱧꜙכ♃ ♥☻♩ ◦☻♥ⱶ╩ ™╢

↓≤⌐╟∫≡ 40 50 ≤™℮ ≢╙ ™ ≢ ∆╢↓≤⅜ ≤⌂∫≡™╢⁹ ≢

│CASEC─ ▪ꜟ◗ꜞ☼ⱶ╩ ⇔ ⅛╠ ∫≡⅝√ ─℮∟ ♥☻♩─

╩ ∆ ╛ ⌐ ∆╢ ⌂≥╩ ∆╢⁹ 

 

 

 

⌐4 ╩ ∆╢ ─ ⌐ ∆╢  

F105ה4  

 

   

ke-nakamura@eiken.or.jp 

 

2014 ⌐⅔™≡│ ─ ⌐ ⅎ≡ ─4 ╩ ≢⅝╢ ─

╩ ∆╢ ⌐≈™≡ ⅜ ↕╣√⁹ (2013)⌐⅔™≡│ 3 ≤ ┘

≢ ╩ ⇔≡™╢ ╩ ⌐▪fi◔כ♩ ╩ ™⁸ ה ─ ≤4

⅜ ↕╣√ ─ ─ ╩ ∫√⁹ ⌐⅔™≡│ ⌐⅔↑╢ 100

76 ╩ ⌐ ┼─ 4 ⌐ ∆╢ ╩ ∫√ ─ ╩

∆╢⁹ 
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☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ♥☻♩TSST─↔ F109ה5  

 

 ▪ꜟ◒  

tfukue@alc.co.jp 

 

▪ꜟ◒│⁸ ╩ ∫√ ☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ Telephone Standard Speaking TestTSST ╩

⇔⁸2004 ⅛╠ ⇔≡™╕∆⁹ ≢│TSST─ ⁸ ⁸ ─ ⁸

─╒⅛⁸ ⌐ TSST─ ≈─ ⌐≈™≡↔ ™√⇔╕∆⁹TSST─ כ♦│

♃ⱬכ☻⅛╠ꜝfi♄ⱶ⌐ ↕╣√10 ≢ ↕╣⁸ ─ │45 ≢∆⁹ ─ │

╩ ↑√3 ⅜ ⇔≡№√╡╕∆⁹ ₁⌂ ⅜№╢ ⁸⌂−TSST│ ─ ╩ 

⇔≡™╢⅛⁸ ╩╙∫≡ ⅜ ∑╢≤ ⇔℮╢⅛⁸ ╩ ↑√ ⅜ ∆╢↓≤─ ⌂

≥⌐≈™≡⅔ ™√⇔╕∆⁹ 

 

 

 

☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓⁸ꜝ▬♥▫fi◓╙ ≢⅝╢ ○fiꜝ▬fi♥☻♩⁸a Progresse ─↔  

F110ה6  

 

 (Ⱨ▪♁fiה☺ꜗⱤfi ) 

takeshi.kamimura@pearson.com 

 

Ⱨ▪♁fi⅜ ⇔ↄ ⇔√ ♥☻♩⁸a Progresse │⁸ ◦☻♥ⱶ⌐╟╡ ─ RLSW

G&V ╩⁸ ⁸ ≈ ⌐ ∆╢ ○fiꜝ▬fi♥☻♩≢∆⁹1☿♇♩⌐ ─♥☻♩╩

╗ ≢⁸ ─ ╩☻◐ꜟ ⌐ ∆╢ ⅜≢⅝╕∆⁹╕√Progress─☻Ⱨכ◐fi◓ ⌐│⁸

Ⱨ▪♁fi⅜ ╢VERSANTÊ─♥◒ⱡ꜡☺כ⅜ ↕╣≡™╕∆⁹↓─ ≢│⁸Progress─

╩⁸ ⌐⅔↑╢ⱬכ♃ ─ ╩ ⅎ≡⅔ ⅎ⇔╕∆⁹ 
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4. Workshop Information ꞉כ◒◦ꜛ♇ⱪ  

 

₈◖fiⱧꜙכ♃▪♄ⱪ♥▫Ⱪ♥☻♩─ ≤ J-CAT (Japanese Computerized Adaptive Test)

╩ ⌐₉( ) 

 

    ( ) 

  ( ) 

    ( ) 

 

2014 9 21 9:30 12:30 15 ─ №╡  

 ┘╦↓ↄ↕≈◐ꜗfiⱤ☻⁸▪◒꜡☻►▫fi◓ 1  AC11 

┼│ ≢⅝╕∑╪─≢ ╩↔ ↄ∞↕™⁹  

1,000  

40  ( ⇔ ╖ ) 

 Ɽ꞉כⱳ▬fi♩⅜ ⅎ╢↓≤⁹ⱪ꜡◓ꜝⱵfi◓─ ה │ ≢∆⁹ 

™♥☻♩ ╩MS꞉כ♪╕√│Ɽ꞉כⱳ▬fi♩≢ ∫≡ ≡ↄ∞↕™⁹∕╣

╩√√⅝ ≤⇔≡⁸꞉כ◒◦ꜛ♇ⱪ≢♥☻♩ ─ ╩ ™╕∆⁹ ↑

─ ─ ≤ ∆╢─≢⁸ ─ ⅜ ╕⇔™≢∆⅜⁸CAT─ ╩ ∆

╢√╘⌐ ™╕∆─≢⁸ ≢╙ ─ ≢╙⅛╕™╕∑╪⁹ 

 

 

1. ♥☻♩ ≤ ⇔⌂⅜╠ ⌐≈™≡ ∆╢⁹ 

2. CAT ◖fiⱧꜙכ♃ ♥☻♩ ─ ╩ ╢⁹ 

3. ♥☻♩꜠♇♩ ─CAT╩ ∫≡CAT╩ ה ∆╢⁹ 

 

  

1.  

2. CAT  

3. ♥☻♩ ─ Ɽ꞉כⱳ▬fi♩≤◘►fi♪꜠◖כ♄כ╩ ™⁸ ⌐ ∂≡ⱨꜞכ─

╩ ╖ ∑≡♥☻♩ ╩ ∆╢⁹ 

4. CATⱪ꜡◓ꜝⱶ┼─ ♥☻♩꜠♇♩ ─J-CATmini─ⱪ꜡◓ꜝⱶ╩ ⇔╕∆⁹ 

5. J-CATmini╩ ∫√  

 

⇔ ╖  

1. ⇔ ╖─ ╡│⁸9 14 ≢∆⁹ ⌐ ⇔≡™⌂™ ⌐│ ╙ ≢∆⁹ 

2. ⇔ ╖ ⌐⁸ ─ ╩  u16yoko@gmail.com╕≢e-mail≢

↔ ↄ∞↕™⁹ 
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ה (1)  ☻꜠♪▪ꜟכeⱷה

(2) ╩ ∫≡ ╩⇔√↓≤│№╡╕∆⅛⁹ ⇔√↓≤⅜№╢ ⁸ ⇔√♁ⱨ♩

►◄▪│ ≢∆⅛⁹ 

(3) J-CAT╩ ∫√↓≤│№╡╕∆⅛⁹ 

(4) ◖fiⱧꜙכ♃♥☻♩(CBT/CAT) ─♥☻♩ ╩ ∫√↓≤│№╡╕∆⅛⁹№╢ ⁸≥─╟℮⌂

♥☻♩≢≥─ↄ╠™─ ≢∆⅛⁹ ─√╘ ⅜№╢ ⌐│ ™√∞⅛⌂ↄ≡

≢∆⁹  

(5) ┼─↔ ⁹ 

(6) ∕─ ⁸꞉ ⱪ♇ꜛ◦◒כⱪ╕√│JLTA꞉♇ꜛ◦◒כ ⌐ ⇔≡ ⅛↔ ⅜№╡╕⇔√╠⅔

⅝ↄ∞↕™⁹ ─╖  

 

 

Workshop Information  

Title: Theory and Practice of Computer Adaptive Test 

        ðJ-CAT (Japanese Computerized Adaptive Test) (conducted in Japanese) 

 

        Lecturers: Shingo IMAI  (University of Tsukuba) 

   Youichi NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College) 

Chair:  Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba) 

 

Date: September 21, 2014 (Sunday), 9:30 12:30 (15-minute break included) 

Venue: Ritsumeikan University, Biwako Kusatsu Campus, Across Wing, Room AC11 (First floor) 

(Please use the public transportation as the parking lot is not available for visitors.) 

Attendance Fee: 1,000 yen 

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

Prerequisite: Familiarity with MS PowerPoint. No programming knowledge or skills are required. Participants are 

requested to make two types of short test items on MS Word or MS PowerPoint in preparation for the 

workshop. The participants implement those test items into a real CAT program, which is distributed 

during the workshop. The test items you prepare for the workshop are preferably for learners of Japanese 

as a foreign language because we will use your items together with sample items of a Japanese 

proficiency test. However, as the main goal of the workshop is to understand the principles of CAT, your 

test items could be of English, other languages, math or any subjects. 

 

 ̧ Aims 

1. To overview the basics of item response theory (IRT) by comparing it with classical test theory. 

2. To understand the principles of computerized adaptive testing (CAT). 

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



 47 

 

 ̧ Procedure 

1. Lecture 1 (IRT) 

2. Lecture 2 (CAT) 

3. Hands-on Workshop 1: Creating CAT items using MS PowerPoint and MS Sound Recorder 

4. Hands-on Workshop 2: Implementing test items into J-CATmini program (a testlet-based CAT program, which is 

provided free of charge.) 

5. Hands-on Workshop 3: Using J-CATmini 

 

 

 ̧ 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 email it to Yuichiro YOKOUCHI (University of Tsukuba) 

at u16yoko@gmail.com [Note: If you write your questions in (5) 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 name, 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 used J-CAT? 

(4) Have you ever created items for computer-based tests (CRT/CAT)? If so, how many items for what kind of test? 

(You donôt have to answer this question if the test is a public one and you have the duty of confidentiality.) 

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

(6) Request to this workshop, or JLTA workshops in general. (Optional) 
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5. Access to the Conference Venue (Ritsumeikan University, Biwako Kusatsu Campus [BKC]) 

┼─▪◒☿☻   http://www.ritsumei.jp/accessmap/accessmap_bkc_j.html 

http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/eng/common/data/bkc-campusmap2013.pdf 

http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/eng/common/img/data/access-map-bkc.pdf 

                                                                                 

 

Address ( ) 1-1-1 Noji-higashi, Kusatsu, Shiga 1-1-1  

 

 

 

Kyoto ---Biwako Line[ ]ќMinami  Kusastu ( )ïOhmi Testudo Bus[ Ᵽ☻]ќBKC 

            approx. 20 minutes (¥320)                        approx. 15 minutes (¥230)            

                           

ה 2 ⅛╠ ⌐ ╡⁸ ≢ ™╕∆⁹ ⅎ≡ ⌐ ⇔⌂™╟℮ ╩ ↑≡

ↄ∞↕™⁹  

Get on the JR Biwako Line and get off at Minami Kusatsu. 

JR trains leave from Platform 2 at Kyoto station. Please make sure that you are on the Biwako Line. Do not take the 

Kosei Line. 

Your train should proceed as follows: Kyoto-Yamashina-Otsu-(Zeze)-Ishiyama-(Seta)-Minami Kusatsu 

(The Shin-kaisoku (Super-express) does not stop at Zeze and Seta.) 

 

JRה ─ ⌐ ≡⁸ Ᵽ☻⌐ ⁹₈ ⅝₉⅛₈ ☼ꜟfiⱥכꜞ◓ ⅝₉

≢ ≢ ⁹ ╕≢ ╢Ᵽ☻≢∆⁹ 

After exiting at the Minami-Kusatsu station ticket gate, please make a right and take the left-hand side stairs down 

(to the East Gate). Follow the sidewalk and you will see several bus stands. Please take the bus bound for 

Ritsumeikan University ( ⅝) or Tobishima Green Hill ( ꜟfiⱥכꜞ◓ ⅝). 
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ה ─◘▬♩ ╙ ⌐ ™╕∆⁹ 

Refer to the websites below for further information about transportation to the venue. 

 

 ̧ http://www.ritsumei.jp/campusmap/pdf/bkc-campusmap2013.pdf 

 ̧ East Japan Railway Company (JR East) Maps & Guides:  https://www.jreast.co.jp/e/downloads/index.html 

 ̧ Ohmi Tetsudo Bus Ᵽ☻  http://www.ohmitetudo.co.jp/bus/rosen/image/01.pdf 

 

Ᵽ☻ הBus Schedule 

http://time.khobho.co.jp/ohmibus.asp 

ה / Leaving from Minami Kusatsu bound for Ritsumeikan U. 

 ᴁ Ẏἶ (Ritsumeikan U)  ῬȮɨɶɱɐɩ 

(Tobishima Green Hill)  

7  P05  P25  P36  ǒ50  P 58   

8  05  P15  29  ǒ29  P35  P46  29 

9  01  05  P16  ǒ31  P47  01 

10  02  05  ǒ16  P31  ǒ45  02 

11  00  05  ǒ15  P30  ǒ45  00 

12  00  05  ǒ15  P30  ǒ45  00 

13  00  ǒ15  P30  35  ǒ45  00 

14  00  ǒ15  P30  ǒ45  00 

15  00  ǒ15  P30  35  ǒ45  00 

16  00  25  P31  00 

17  32   

18  32   

19    

20  02   

21  05   

ρ

 

ᴁ Ẏἶ  

P=ɏɈȻɉɁȭ ֥  

ǒ ǒǓȋǔ ȑ  

ῇ  

ᴁ Ẏἶ  
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Ritsumeikan (BKC) Campus Map 

 

Facilities 

FOREST HOUSE 

 

Union Square: 

  Cafeteria 

  Convenience Store 

 

Central Ark 

  Subway 

  (Sandwich House) 

 

C-Cube 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Across Wing 

 (Workshop on Sunday) 

 

 

 

Epoch Ritsumei 21 

Banquet  

 

Across 

Wing 

Ᵽ☻  Bus stopה

 

Conference  

at FOREST HOUSE 

Epoch Ritsumei 21 

FOREST 

HOUSE 

Union 

Square 

Central Ark 
C-Cube 

<Workshop on Sunday> 

Across Wing 1F (AC11) 

<Banquet> 

Epoch Ritsumei 21 
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Floor Plans (FOREST HOUSE) 

 

 

First Floor                                           Second Floor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F204 
Opening Ceremony 

Plenary Speech 

Symposium 

Closing Ceremony 

JLTA Business Meeting 

F101 
Participant 

Lounge 

Refreshment 

F108 
Committee 

meetings 

 

F107 
Headquarters 

F102/F103/F104 

F105/F109/F110 

F111 

Presentation 

First Floor Hallway (1 ) 

 

Exhibits/   

Registration 
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