The 10tk JLTA Annual Conference

Place Building No. 21,
Ryukoku University (Fukakusa Campus)
Dates October 28 (Saturday) & 29 (Sunday), 2006

Day One (October 28, Sat)
Reception (8:50- ) [Exhibition Lobby, 6t floor ]

Opening Ceremony (9:20-9:50)  [Place 603]
Break (9:50-10:00)

Presentation Part I & Part IT (10:00-11:25) *Presentation titles are given on pages 3-8.
-PartI  (10:00-10:40)
- Part IT  (10:45-11:25)

Room 403 (A) Papers 1 & 2

Room 404 (B) Papers 3 & 4

Room 407 (C) Papers 5 & 6

Presentation Part III (11:35-12:15)
Room 403 (A) Paper 7
Room 404 (B) Paper 8
Room 407 (C) Paper 9
Room 503 (D) Paper 10

Announcements (12:15-12:25)
Lunch Break & Committee Meetings (12:25-13:45)

Presentation Part IV & Part V (13:45-15:10)
- Presentation IV (13:45-14:25)
- Presentation V (14:30-15:10)

Room 403 (A) Papers 11 & 12

Room 404 (B) Papers 13 & 14

Room 407 (C) Papers 15 & 16

Room 503 (D) Papers 17 & 18

Break (15:10-15:20)

Presentation Part VI & Part VII (15:20-16:45)
- Part VI (15:20-16:00)
- Part VII (16:05-16:45)

Room 403 (A) Papers 19 & 20

Room 404 (B) Papers 21 & 22

Room 407 (C) Papers 23 & 24

Room 503 (D) Papers 25 & 26

10th Anniversary Celebration & Party (17:10-19:50)
[Dining Hall, Basement, Building No. 4 ]



Day Two (October 29, Sun)
Reception (8:40-) [Exhibition Lobby, 6t floor]

Presentation Part VIII (9:00-9:40)
Room 601 (E) Paper 27
Room 602 (F) Paper 28
Room 603 (G) Paper 29

Break (9:40-9:55)

Plenary Speech (9:55-11:25) “Asian Language Testing and the Threat of Scales”
Bernard Spolsky
[Room 603]

Announcements (11:25-11:30)
Break (11:30-11:40) *Non-members will have lunch after this.

General Business Meeting (11:40-12:05) [Room 603]

Lunch (12:05-13:15)

Symposium (13:15-15:15)
Theme: Language Testing in an Asian Framework
Coordinator: Steven Ross (Kwansai Gakuin University, Japan)
Panelists: Lianzhen He (Zhejiang University, P.R. China)
Oryang Kwon (Seoul National University, R. Korea)
Yuji Nakamura (Keio University, Japan)
[Room 603]

Break (15:15-15:25)
Closing Ceremony (15:25-15:35)

* The group photo will be taken after the ceremony.
[Room 603]
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Plenary Speech (&3H)
Asian language testing and the threat of scales

Bernard Spolsky (Bar Ilan University, Israel)

When | consulted Google (that tempting new servant of scholarship and knowledge)
for leads on my topic, it sent me first to a beautiful site that presented the difference
between Chinese, Japanese and Korean musical scales, and next to a frightening account
of the invasion of Florida in 1992 by the Asian Cyclad Scale, an insect which rapidly
killed queen sago trees in Miami and subsequently spread across the US as infected
plants were shipped across the country. | am tempted by those two colorful examples
to ponder two questions: will the attempt to develop a Common Asian Framework lead
to an effort to build a single scale for language proficiency for all Asian countries (as
seems to be happening in Europe), and will the infection of a single scale based on
current Western models force conformity rather than permit intelligent localized
diversity.

Of course the underlying language testing question about scales is not new.
Thorndike (1910) assumed for many years that a testing scale was a database of graded
and judge-rated examples to be used by an examiner to assign a score to a new
production, but ultimately came to believe (Monroe 1939) that it was possible to
produce a scaled language test, on which each item was one unit more difficult than the
last. Most of our psychometric techniques assume that language proficiency forms a
single unidimensional scale, although Henning (1992) showed us that even tests
designed to be multidimensional fulfill the requirement of psychometric
unidimensionality. But even a few minutes’ though will produce countless examples
of multidimensionality in various aspects of language proficiency, showing the need for
profiles rather than single scales. However, we also know that tests users demand the
simplicity of ranking and cut-off scores. What are our social responsibilities as language
testers faced with this paradox?

Henning, Grant. (1992). Dimensionality and construct validity of language tests.
Language Testing, 9(1), 1-11.

Monroe, Paul (Ed.). (1939). Conference on examinations under the auspices of the
Carnegie corporation, the Carnegie foundation, the International institute of
Teachers college, Columbia university, at the Hotel Royal, Dinard, France,
September 16th to 19th, 1938. New York City: Teachers College, Columbia
University.

Thorndike, Edward L. (1910). Handwriting, Teachers College Record (Vol. 11).



Symposium (v RT T L)
Language Testing in an Asian Framework

Steven J. Ross (Coordinator)
Kwansei Gakuin University

School of Policy Studies

The concept of a framework for a pan-Asian system of language assessment has
become increasingly attractive as diverse and complex language testing practices are
now employed for social, educational, meritocratic, economic, and strategic purposes.
This diversity presents formidable challenges to those who seek a cohesive and useful
framework for language assessment. A framework provides the basis for interpreting
how evidence can be understood to instantiate or refute a theory (Notturno, 1994).
Multiple frameworks may be antithetical to a coherent grounded theory because they
easily license contradictory cultural conventions. They also can undermine the basis
for a code of practice.

This symposium seeks to explore the possible common ground for an Asian
framework linking the ways Chinese, Korean, and Japanese language assessment
scholars’ accounts of ‘what is meant to know a language’ (Spolsky, 1985) can be shared
and understood. In this sense, an immediate question before us is whether a
‘framework’ is to be developed as a singular pan-Asian concept. Is to be understood in
the plural, or as the subset of commonalities shared by different Asian communities of
practice?

The three symposium participants address the issue of a pan-Asian framework from
the diversity of their own national contexts. He Lianzhen focuses on social issues
related to the assessment of English as a foreign language in China. Prof. He examines
recent moves to develop national college entrance examinations, and considers the
influence of coaching and cramming schools on efforts to reform language assessment.
She also addresses the relevance of ILTA’s Code of Practice on language assessment
practices in China.

Also addressing centralized entrance examination reform is Oryang Kwon. Prof.
Kwon considers the long term effect of introducing listening on the national college
entrance examination in Korea. He considers also the current policy of using many
different kinds of commercial tests in Korea for certification, admissions, exemption,
and as indicators of school achievement.

Prof. Nakamura Yuji outlines the antecedents of international benchmarks and
standards, and takes on the issue of ‘international English’, which is currently defined in
relation to US and UK standards of usage. Prof. Nakamura will consider three
different approaches to creating a common framework: The Common European
Framework, test development theory, and the quest motivating the symposium — finding
the common ground linking testing practices in China, Korea, and Japan.
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The role and extent of language testing in China

He Lianzhen (Panelist)

Zhejiang University, P.R. China

Testing in China has a long history and the word kaoshi (test or testing) has become
a household word. As early as the Sui and Tang dynasties, the imperial examinations
were used for the selection of government officials, and the imperial examination
system played a positive role in ancient China for a time. In modern China, testing has
been a very important part of the education system, drawing much attention from the
public, and the social influence of tests has been widely discussed.

The present paper will discuss the role and extent of language testing in China,
addressing issues like the social uses of tests in general, the influence of standardized
testing, the washback of some high-stakes tests like the National College Entrance
Exam, Graduate Entrance Examination, College English Test (CET) etc, the role of
coaching schools, the relevance of ILTA’s Code of Practice to testing practices in
Chinese culture and so on. The aim of the discussion is to share the experiences of
language testing practice in China with our Japanese and Korean colleagues and to find

out what the similarities and differences are in the three nations.
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English Language Testing in the Korean Framework

Oryang Kwon (Panelist)

Seoul National University

English language testing is now drawing attention in Korea, as Koreans are
becoming interested in learning English for communication purposes more than ever.
Traditionally, paired with the age-old grammar-translation method of teaching, English
language testing had been mainly a matter of measuring the testees’ grammatical
knowledge, vocabulary, and reading comprehension.

In 1993, with the innovative College Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT) that introduced
a listening section for the first time in the history of college entrance examination in
Korea, test writers and teachers began to embrace the idea that listening is an important
part of English language ability.

The testing industry has produced or imported English language tests for all levels
of testees, from elementary school students to adults. Most of these tests offer
measurements for only listening and reading comprehension, mainly for practicality
reasons. Some recent tests, however, do offer assessment in speaking and writing,
although they are still small in number. Because of the increasing discontentment with
the insufficient assessment of English skills through the listening and reading tests,
speaking and writing tests, especially the speaking tests, are beginning to draw the
attention of more serious employers and school administrators.

I will review the current situation of the English language testing in Korea in terms
of the available tests, whether indigenous or foreign, and the general characteristics of
these tests and the trend of the testing profession. It is hoped that the common issues
and differences in language testing in Asian countries will be identified and ideas shared

for the improvement of language testing.
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The Necessity for Co-operation in Language Testing in Asia

Yuji Nakamura (Panelist)

Keio University

Is there a rationale for considering the necessity for co-operating in language testing
in Asia? Let us take a look at the following three current events or statements.

First, some examination boards are already discussing the issue of how to make
English language testing more relevant to the international needs of many test-takers,
rather than continuing to consider relevance purely in relation to what is real and
grammatical for the relatively small number of EIL (English as an International
language) and ENL (English as a Native language) speakers (Jenkins, 2006). Davies et
al. (2003) argue that existing international tests of English are ‘biased’ because they
‘represent the old colonial Standard English of the UK, USA, etc.” In Japan such
existing international tests as TOEFL, TOEIC and IELTS have been quite popular.

Second, Spolsky (2005) claimed that each Asian nation must develop its own set of
goals and guidelines for teaching English and not rely only on models supplied by
British and American agencies or businesses. He believes that developing an Asian
framework will lead to common understanding of local differences (Proshina, 2006).
Japan is one of the Asian nations, and it is worthwhile to consider one individual
country in a larger Asian setting in terms of language testing.

Third, there was a proposal of an Asian Common Framework of Reference for
Languages in the 2" Asia TEFL international conference in Seoul. Although it does
not exclusively mention teaching, TEFL naturally will include testing as well. The point
of this framework is for us to have a broader perspective beyond our national
boundaries.

But this third one also has urged language testers to think about one of the most
important aspects of testing--washback/impact. Teaching, learning, and testing are two
sides of one coin. When the teaching part of TEFL in Asia is being discussed, how can
language testers keep silent? VWWhen you can make a good test, you can teach more effectively.

The three events or statements mentioned above have convinced us of considering
the co-operation between three countries in language testing in the framework of Asia.

There are some approaches to explore the possibility of an Asian Framework of
Language Testing. One is to refer to the Common European Framework of Reference as
the Asia TEFL did. Or another is to follow a testing theory such as Bachman and
Palmer’s framework. Still another approach is to present our current situations on
language testing from three countries and share the similarities and differences,
uniqueness and commonness. It is usually said that comparing and contrasting the
differences can lead to the findings of a common core. Probably, it can be our framework.

In my presentation, | will mainly talk about the following testing issues in Japan:1)
admissions tests and placement tests, 2) the social uses of tests in general, 3) the
influence of standardized testing, and 4) testing in the domain of commerce. Also, I will
consider the constraints and drawbacks as well as the benefits of an Asian Framework. |
will conclude my talk by having the audience consider what specific roles an Asian
language testing framework has, and how our co-operation can contribute to creating a
better structure of language testing in Asia.

13
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[5] Predicting Reading Comprehension Item Difficulty with Respect

to Content Characteristics

Kiyomi Yoshizawa (Kansai University)

Soo im Lee (Ryukoku University)

In some educational settings, item analyses are not plausible prior to the
administration of a particular test due to test security. In those settings, it is up to
each item writer or test designer to estimate how difficult each item is to their
relevant test takers. The present study aims to provide information to those
people involved in test making processes concerning the relationship between
reading comprehension item difficulty and content characteristics. First, a coding
system was developed based on the findings of previous studies (e.g., Feedle &
Kostin, 1993; Buck, Tatsuoka, and Kostin, 1997; Alderson, 2000; MacMillan, 2006)
to examine the relationship between item and text characteristics. Next, the
coding system was used to analyze 40 reading comprehension items in two official
TOEIC practice tests with respect to item and text characteristics. Then, the
relationship between the content characteristics and the level of item difficulty was
examined. To this end, the two practice tests were administered at two
institutions and the total number of test-takers was 381. Their responses were
analyzed using Rasch Measurement Model and items and persons with outfit
indices exceeding the acceptable range were deleted from the subsequent analyses.
One of the findings is that test-takers found items difficult when the items can be
identified by multiple characteristics. Another example is when test-takers need
to make inferences about the people in the prompt because it is not explicitly

written.

The results of the analyses with examples and practical implications will be

presented in the presentation.
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[6] Are we talking about the same test? How do teachers and

learners view the impact of the TOEIC on language learning?

Mark Chapman (Hokkaido University)

Recent assessment literature from the general education field (Macellan, 2001; Lane,
Parke, & Stone, 2002) suggests that learners and teachers can have very different
opinions of how testing can impact learning. While teachers commonly believe that
testing drives learning, students have presented a different picture with the washback
effect of tests being less direct than claimed by teachers. This paper aims to explore the
differing views of teachers and learners with regard to the impact of testing on learning.
The main focus is how the TOEIC impacts language learners and learning, especially

learning strategies, motivation for learning and test anxiety.

The author employed a qualitative approach as recommended by Ushioda (1994, 2001)
and interviewed 11 teachers and 15 learners. All of the learners were employees of a
major Japanese company enrolled in intensive language courses. The teachers all had a
minimum of 18 months experience of teaching business students who regularly took the
TOEIC. The interviews were conducted in the first language of the interviewees;
English in the case of the teachers and Japanese for the learners with the learner
interviews being conducted with the assistance of an interpreter. The interviews were
transcribed (and translated into English for the learner interviews) before being

analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively.

The presentation will outline similarities and differences in how teachers and learners
believe the TOEIC impacts language learning. The main findings indicate that teachers
need to exercise caution in their sometimes misguided beliefs about the degree of

impact of testing on learning.
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[7] Meta-Validation of Institutional TOEIC Research in Japan

Steven J. Ross (Kwansei Gakuin University)

Hiromu Yamada (TOEIC Steering Committee)

TOEIC validity research within Japanese institutions has increased in recent years.
Many analyses of TOEIC validity involve empirical research designed to test explicit
hypotheses about phenomena such as covariance between test scores and criterion
outcomes, score changes over time, and convergent evidence between objective and
subjective assessments of proficiency. As most data analysis methods entail
distributional and internal consistency assumptions, evidence of validity needs to be
examined in light of these assumptions. Otherwise the results may lead to serious

inferential errors about test validity.

The present research will critically examine specific examples of TOEIC validity
research in three broad areas: correlation evidence between predictors and criterion
measures; Conditions under which change scores can be interpreted; Criteria for
triangulation of objective and subjective evidence of validity. Emphasis will be placed
on examining the statistical assumptions employed for each of the three types of validity
research. For the analysis of criterion-related validity, an examination of the effects of
restriction of range and attenuation of both predictor and criterion measures will be
presented; In change score analysis, the assumption of continuous time on task will be
examined in light of apparent discontinuity of gains; For the triangulation issue, data
exhibiting a regression model used to compare the relative predictive power of objective

and subjective assessments of achievement will be demonstrated.
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[17] IRT, testing, and online technology: the future of autonomous

vocabulary learning?

Brent Culligan  (Aoyama Women's Junior College)

Charles Browne (Aoyama Gakuin University)

How many words do our students know? Is it possible to accurately identify the words
that each learner knows and which ones should be studied next? How can online
technology be used to test and teach these words? We will discuss both the theoretical
underpinnings and practical applications of the online testing and teaching of
vocabulary for EFL students.

To date, most vocabulary research has utilized word frequency both as a measure of a
learner’s lexical size as well as the sequencing of vocabulary learning. However, this

practice assumes a relationship between word knowledge and frequency.

Working from the findings of a large-scale testing project of EFL learners in Japan,
which applied Item Response Theory to lexical decision tasks, we obtained difficulty
estimates for over 5000 of the most frequently used words in the English language.

Three observations emerged. First, we found that vocabulary frequency was not a good
predictor of vocabulary difficulty. Even students with large vocabulary size (3000+
words) had large gaps in their knowledge of high frequency words. This suggests that
efficient language teaching should help to fill in these gaps.

Second, vocabulary frequency does allow us to accurately calculate a learner’s

vocabulary size.

Finally, it allows us to design individualized learning programs at the learner’s level,
based on the most frequent words which they do not know. The widespread popularity
of electronic technologies such as cell phones and PCs makes it possible to efficiently

test and teach vocabulary in ways that until now were not possible.

31



[18] New Ways of Testing and Teaching Vocabulary Online

John Paul Loucky (Seinan Women’s University)
http://www.call4all.us///home/ all.php?fi=0 call4all@mx7.tiki.ne.jp

Various new types of vocabulary development online programs and tests are compared in this
study to consider how useful they may be for guiding individual or classroom L2 vocabulary
instruction. It explored how these programs seek to test and teach new L2 vocabulary more
innovatively and accurately. Several vocabulary programs are reviewed, compared and
combined within a comprehensive, recycling model of second language vocabulary
acquisition (SLVA), in an attempt to help maximize effectiveness in teaching and testing.

This presentation will explore how some new online programs seek to test and teach
new L2 vocabulary development more innovatively and accurately. Several vocabulary
programs will be reviewed, compared and combined within a comprehensive model of
SLVA, in an attempt to help maximize effectiveness in teaching and testing second
language vocabulary acquisition. These include:

Key Vocabulary Constructs Tested:
1) V-Check-Vocabulary Size assessed by Accuracy of Recognition
2) DAVIE Vocabulary Knowledge Scale-Various Aspects, but mainly
assessed by Accuracy of Production including
a) L1 Translation Ability
b) L2 Defining Ability
c) Collocational Recall
d) Productive Use in Whole Sentences, showing
1. Semantic Accuracy of Meaning in Context
2. Syntactical Accuracy of Grammatical Structure
3) Semantic Field Keyword Quizzes-Degree of Structure
4) Word Champ-Monitoring Online Vocabulary Learning Using
a) Student-made Flashcards
b) Teacher/Class-made Flashcards
¢) Computer-Generated Tests of these
d) Using CMS to Monitor Learning in Detail
e) Adding Links to Related Texts for Contextualization
5) Lexxi-Study's Online Vocabulary and Language Learning System
a) Basic Word Meanings
b) Generate Word Lists and Tests from any Text
¢) Combining Common Collocations, Corpora and Concordancers
d) Tracking Student/Teacher's Writing and Reading Texts

Various vocabulary development programs and tests will be presented, and their
different stages and pedagogical use demonstrated. How useful they can be for guiding
individual or classroom vocabulary instruction will also be compared.
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[23] The Effectiveness of a 15-minute Writing Sample for Assessing

Writing Ability

Melvin R. Andrade (Sophia Junior College)

This paper describes action research involving the preparation of a test of English
writing ability to be included in a placement examination. The examination, which
included tests of reading, grammar, vocabulary, and error recognition in addition to
writing, needed to be limited to one hour to fit the examination day schedule. Based on
the observation of test takers in previous years--primarily variation in reading speed--it
was concluded that at least 45 minutes would be needed for the non-writing portions of
the test. Thus, 15 minutes was allocated for writing. Another factor was that the writing
test had to be short enough to be scored quickly by a limited number of scorers. With
these points in mind, the research questions became the following: (1) Can a 15-minute
test of writing ability tell us enough about the students’ ability to distinguish between
high, medium, and low ability writers? (2) Can such a short test provide information
about writing ability beyond sentence level grammar and syntax? That is, can it indicate,
for example, coherence, unity, and organizational competence? To answer, these and
related questions, a pilot study was conducted with four groups of Japanese learners of
English in Japan: two groups of second-year university students (English majors and
non-majors), and one group each of first- and second year junior college students
(English majors). It was predicted that there would be significant differences between
first- and second-year English major students, between junior college and university
students, and between English major and non-English major students. The paper
discusses the complexity of the findings and the factors that contributed to the decision

to modify the time limit for the writing test.
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[24] Critical language testing: The General English Proficiency Test

Chih-Min Shih  (Chin-Yi Institute of Technology, Taiwan)

Shohamy (1998, 2001) proposed her theory of critical language testing, asserting that
test takers should be entitled to question the test itself, its value and its methods. She
believed that testers could benefit from the valuable insights of test takers. Although
Shohamy has proposed her theory of critical language testing for almost ten years, very
little research has focused on this subject. Therefore, I investigated test takers’ views of
the General English Proficiency Test! (GEPT) and its uses for gate-keeping purposes by
interviewing 29 test takers at two Taiwanese institutes of technology. Surprisingly, a
majority of participants agreed that the GEPT should be used as one of their degree
requirements. In addition, with their firsthand experience, participants suggested that the
Language Training and Testing Center, which develops the GEPT, should administer
listening comprehension questions in a different manner, develop a more authentic
speaking test, eliminate the noises uttered by other test takers on their surrounding
examinees in the speaking test, roll back the registration fees, do a facelift of the answer
sheets, provide test centers at well-known locations, endeavor to acquire international
recognition for its certificates, and administer the GEPT more frequently. In summation,
research findings showed that test takers could view the test critically and provide
critical insights into the administration of the test. Therefore, their views of the test and

its uses should be valued by testers.

! The GEPT, a Taiwanese English proficiency test which debuted in 2000, has been taken for 1.7
million times in Taiwan and has been adopted by some Taiwanese schools as one of their degree
requirements.
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[29] Creating pedagogic tasks based on analyses of English

university entrance examinations

Keita Kikuchi (Waseda University)

Brian Wistner (Tokyo Junshin Women’s College)

University entrance examinations are often criticized for focusing on
grammar-translation tasks which create washback effects on pedagogical methods in
junior high schools, high schools, and test preparation courses. Considering current
task-based approaches to ESL/EFL pedagogy (Ellis, 2003; Kumaravadivelu, 2006), the
validity and appropriateness of traditional grammar-translation approaches to language
education in Japan, in addition to primarily testing grammatical knowledge, come into
question. In this paper, in order to investigate the constraints of washback on the
pedagogical options available to English teachers in Japan, we first review the findings
from two research articles that focused on prestigious university entrance examinations
in Japan (Kikuchi, 2006; Brown & Yamashita, 1995). Then, the content and test
methods of three private university entrance exams, three public university entrance
examinations, and the center test which Kikuchi (2006) examined in his study are
analyzed in order to create sound pedagogical tasks designed to prepare test takers.
Communicative tasks are drawn from the research literature (Norris, Brown, Hudson, &
Yoshioka, 1998), and the validity and appropriateness of implementing these tasks to
prepare Japanese high school students for the entrance examinations are considered.
Additionally, the findings are situated and analyzed within Bachman’s (1990)
framework of communicative language ability. Finally, the implications for English

language education at various levels in Japan are discussed.
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