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Overall Conference Schedule

Timetable

October 28, 2011 (Friday)

15:00—18:10 | Pre-Conference Workshop “Exploratory Factor Analysis”
Yasuyo Sawaki (Waseda University)
(conducted in Japanese; Room 3-205, 2nd floor, Building 3)
16:00—17: 30 | Board Meeting (Hotel Dai-Ichi Sakai)

October 29, 2011 (Saturday)

8:30— Registration (Entrance Hall, Building 1)
9:00—9:15 Opening Ceremony (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
9:20—10:20 Keynote Speech (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
10:30—11:10 | Presentation |

11:20—12:00 | Presentation I

12:00—13:30 | Lunch Break (Committee Meetings: Teachers’ Room [Kyoin hikae shitsu])
13:30—14:10 | Presentation Il

14:20—15:00 | Presentation IV

15:10—15:50 | Presentation V

16:00—17:00 | Symposium (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
17:05—17:25 | JLTA General Business Meeting (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
17:25—17:35 | Closing Ceremony (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
18:00—20:00 | Banquet (5th floor, St. Peter Hall)

Commercial Exhibits: Room 1-209 or nearby

Participants’ Lounge:

Headquarter:

Room 1-210 (Drinks are available for free.)
Teachers” Room (Kyoin hikae shitsu)
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Program of the 15th JLTA Annual Conference

October 29, 2011 (Saturday)
8:30— Registration (Entrance Hall, Building 1)
(During this time period, presenters can check the connection between the PC and the projector.)
Conference Attendance Fee: Members: ¥1,000 (JLTA & Chubu English Language
Education Society); Non-members: ¥3,000 (except Students: ¥1,000)

9:00—9:15 Opening Ceremony (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
Coordinator  Katsumasa Shimada
(Conference Organizing Committee Chair, Momoyama Gakuin University)
Greetings  Kichizo Akashi (President, Momoyama Gakuin University)
Greetings  Katsunosuke Namita (Emeritus Professor, Hokkaido University)

9:20—10:20 Keynote Speech (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
Coordinator Yosuke Yanase (Hiroshima University)
Introduction of the lecturer Jamie Dunlea (Society for Testing English Proficiency)
Theme: Test specifications in university entrance examinations
Lecturer Fred Davidson
(Professor of Linguistics, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA)

10:30—11:10 Presentation | (Presentation: 30 mins; Discussion: 10 mins)
11:20—12:00 Presentation I

12:00—13:30 Lunch
(Committee Meetings: Teachers’ Room [Kyoin hikae shitsu]; Participants’ Lounge: Room 1-210)

13:30—14:10 Presentation 111 (Presentation 30 mins; Discussion 10 mins)
14:20—15:00 Presentation 1V
15:10—15:50 Presentation V

16:00—17:00 Symposium (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
Theme: University entrance examinations and language testing in Japan
Coordinator & Panelist Kiwamu Kasahara (Hokkaido University of Education)
Panelist Tetsuhito Shizuka (Saitama University)
Discussant Fred Davidson (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA)

17:.05—17:25 JLTA General Business Meeting (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)
Selection of the chair
Reporter Youichi Nakamura
(JLTA Secretary General, Seisen Jogakuin Junior College)

17:25—17:35 Closing Ceremony (Room 2-201, 2nd floor, Building 2)

18:00—20:00 Banquet (5th floor, St. Peter Hall)
Coordinator Kazuhiko Katagiri (Senshu University)
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Presentation Overview

Time Part Room The 1stroom | The 2ndroom | The 3rd room | The 4throom | The 5th room
2-201 (1-206) (1-207) (1-211) (1-212) (1-213)
9:20— Keynote - -- -- -
10:20 speech
10:30 — I - Kwon Tsutagawa Yoshida R - o« 54
11:10 =N
AN R AEE!
12220 — | |1l - Lee Amiri & Nishiko T - T
12:00 Maftoon B -
Tl - 1
12:.00 — Lunch
13:30
13:30 — | - Dunlea Norizuki, Ito, - THEH: i
14:10 Shimatani, &
Monzawa
1420 — | IV - Takanami Hirai, Fujita, Koyama & NSl NIT
15:00 & Matsuzaki Setoguchi
1510 — | V - -- Dastgoshadeh Saito FKIL B |-« ARk
15:50 & Jalilzadeh
16:00 — Symposium - - - - -
17:00
Presentation Details
Room 2-201
Chair Keynote speech Yosuke Yanase (Hiroshima University)
Symposium summary Kazuhiko Katagiri (Senshu University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
Keynote speech Test specifications in  university

Fred Davidson (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign,
USA)

entrance examinations

Symposium

Coordinator & Panelist: Kiwamu Kasahara (Hokkaido
University of Education)

Panelist: Tetsuhito Shizuka (Saitama University)
Discussant: Fred Davidson (University of lllinois at
Urbana-Champaign, USA)

University entrance examinations and

language testing in Japan




The 1st Room (Room 1-206)

Chair  Partl Randy Thrasher (Okinawa Christian University)
Part Il Randy Thrasher (Okinawa Christian University)
Part 1 Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University)
Part IV Jamie Dunlea (Society for Testing English Proficiency)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
I Oryang Kwon (Seoul National University, | Korean Secondary School English  Teachers’
Korea) Perceptions about the Speaking/Writing Tests of the
New National English Ability Test
Il | WonKey Lee (Seoul National University of | The Speaking Test of Korea’s NEATs 2 & 3: Its
Education, Korea) Usability for University Admission Qualifications

Il | Jamie Dunlea (Society for Testing English Employing multiple test-centered standard-setting
Proficiency) methods in relating exams to the CEFR

IV | Takanami Sachiyo (Saitama Prefectural Investigating Spelling Performance with Production
University) Tests and Recognition Tests

V - -

The 2nd Room (Room 1-207)
Chair  Partl Kahoko Matsumoto (Tokai University)
Part I Soo-im Lee (Ryukoku University)
Part 111 Kahoko Matsumoto (Tokai University)
Part IV Yukie Koyama (Nagoya Institute of Technology)
PartV Soo-im Lee (Ryukoku University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
I Fred S. Tsutagawa (Seikei University) Assessing the effectiveness of a DCT pragmatics test
Il | Mehrdad Amiri (Graduate School, Islamic A Critical Review of the Status Quo of ELT in Japan:
Azad University, Iran), Parviz Maftoon (Islamic | A Meta-Analysis
Azad University, Iran)

I | Ken Norizuki (Shizuoka Sangyo University), Text and auditory processing characteristics affecting
Akihiro Ito (Seinan Gakuin University), Hiroshi | item difficulty in EFL listening
Shimatani (Kumamoto University), Satoshi | comprehension—Analyzing TOEIC(R) short
Monzawa (Hiryu High School, Mishima) conversations and short talks

IV | Akiyo Hirai (University of Tsukuba), Ryoko | Washback effects of the National Center Listening Test
Fujita (Graduate School, University of | on Japanese students’ listening ability and their
Tsukuba), Hideaki Matsuzaki (Graduate | attitudes toward studying English listening
School, University of Tsukuba)

V | Adel Dastgoshadeh (Islamic Azad University, | Error recognition tests as a predictor of learners’ writing
Iran), Kaveh Jalilzadeh (Islamic Azad ability
University, Iran)

The 3rd Room (Room 1-211)
Chair  Partl Hiroshi Shimatani (Kumamoto University)
Part Il Jeffrey K. Hubbell (Hosei University)
Part IV Yo In’nami (Toyohashi University of Technology)
PartV Yoshinori Watanabe (Sophia University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
I Hiroko Yoshida (Osaka University of The Relationship between the Scores on the TOEIC
Economics) Bridge and TOEIC tests

I Midori Nishiko (Shizuoka Toyoda Junior High | The Effect of the Interview Test to Improve Students’
School) Speaking Ability and How to Reflect it to Their Grade

| -- -

IV | Dennis Koyama (Kanda University of Stakeholder input and test design: Investigating the
International Studies), Eric Setoguchi (Kanda | effect of group member familiarity on test scores in a
University of International Studies) group oral discussion test

V | Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University) Issues in Rating Junior High School Students’

Speaking Performance in a Discussion Contest: A
Case of the Ibaraki Interactive English Forum




Fa=E (1-212 #=)

H& Partl El R (B ERANCRT)
Part 11 HIRE T (BEERRAEETHR)
Part Il B T B HERT)
Part IV Wk B (BRI
PartVV EA i (FREPEFERT)

Part

Presenter (Affiliation)

Title

B B (BB AMERR BRI e
7,

Rl DZD (BIEZERRFINEREAEIIIE
),

IR EEIEDTIER),

M EA (EETETSERT)

CEFR [T FHFEA Y —F /7 A FDBA
%%

T R RORNERERT)),

R BE UMERERD),

il B CRRUMERER PG 7R Sk
H),

W 2 CRONERE R PR s 75 SR
L x—)

H#Ee AR — b7+ U A5l & CEFR FRUET
E@ELI=TAT 4o 78T a s T A
DOFEEE

W 7ot (FREEREF)

H AGE 53 O SCGER A O B B s~ 1h)
TR

IV | AR R (R EERT) BHET v 7 BRI KL 2207 A MERO
TR
V| BKib B RAERERTRAE) VRal—valilEBTETT AT T A
~ DFH
5= (1-213#=)
HE Partl KT R FEEERT)
Part Il 1BEK 1 (LK)
Part Il i B (REESERERT)
Part IV R B RNERERY)
Part \/ BB R (BHERT)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title
|| B AR R, MRETE B AR DMEE S HINEEEE & IRT 49T
AH s (GRS (Z X DR - DAL
—ERRTREE B DR —
| 5 B (PR Mg & =) A= JEREICEIT S 2 FEO
FATA—TTF A P —Dh%R
| 98 3 JUNKREFERFSE) PEABAGESEEO 1551 BT 5
B CAHl B 5 —%%2
—JF Can-do-statements ZFIJf L C—
IV | AL AR (AR RTEE) HAEE Can-do statements |28 Fi 5 HidE L %
Wk L OBIF—ERE N JFL F=EED [#H<
FREICHE 2 Y T B R O T H—
V| B b T (EERERIE), CASEC Can-Do U A hDB#%
MBI (FERIETT)




Conference Committee Information

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

Registration

1. The conference registration site is located at the Entrance Hall (2nd floor, Building 1).

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 is ¥1,000.

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

4. The banquet fee is ¥3,000. The banquet registration is conducted at the the registration desk. The banquet will
be held on the 5th floor of St. Peter Hall, which is at a two-minute walking distance from the Building 1.

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

Lunch and Participants’ Lounge

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

2. Complimentary drinks are available in Room 1-210.

3. No smoking is permitted on campus.

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

Emergency Contact E-Mail Address:  koizumir@tokiwa.ac.jp  (Rie Koizumi)
Received e-mail messages will be automatically forwarded to her mobile phone.

To Presenters

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

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

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

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

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

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

To Chairs

1. One chair is assigned to each presentation.

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

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

Keynote Speech (Room 2-201)

Test specifications in university entrance examinations

Fred Davidson

(Professor of Linguistics, University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA)

My talk will have two parts, followed by a question-and-answer period with the audience.

A test specification (or “spec”) is a generative blueprint from which equivalent test tasks can be generated.
During test development, specs evolve over time. There are many models of test specs, but all models share two
common features: sample(s) of the test tasks they intend to generate and guiding language about those samples.
Specs take time to develop, and consensus among stakeholders provides important feedback — as well as pilot
testing, if feasible. As feedback is gathered, the specs change and eventually stabilize into operational productive
tools. In the first part of my presentation, | will discuss techniques and issues in the use of specs in language test
development. In this part of the talk, I will also present my current conception of spec theory — the philosophical
and theoretical model by which all specs can operate.

In the second part of my talk, | will reflect on one particular problem of spec theory: releasability. This refers to
the general question: How much of a test spec should its developers share, and with whom? On the one hand, full
release of the specs seems fair and just, because the framework of the test should be transparent. On the other
hand, release of the full spec threatens test security. Using college entrance testing as a sample case, | will explore
the matter of releasability, and | will suggest that (as with writing specs in the first place), the question of how
much to release is a problem of communication. | will suggest a research agenda by which designers and users of
college entrance tests can collaborate about releasability.
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Symposium  (Room 2-201)

University entrance examinations and language testing in Japan
Coordinator & Panelist Kiwamu Kasahara (Hokkaido University of Education)
kasahara.kiwamu@a.hokkyodai.ac.jp
Panelist Tetsuhito Shizuka (Saitama University)
Discussant Fred Davidson
(University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA)

Paper 1.
Is It Possible to Find a Happy Medium?
Kiwamu Kasahara (Hokkaido University of Education)

Having years of experience teaching English at high school and university, | have realized that there is a great gap
between what high school English teachers expect university English entrance exams to cover and the real
process of making them. As a high school teacher, | hoped that entrance exams would reflect what students learn
at high school. As a university teacher, | faced the situation where improving entrance exams was thought to be
waste of time because all the test-takers were admitted in the end regardless of their test scores. On the other hand,
a number of prestigious universities use English exams as a screening test including detailed questions about
grammar and L2-L1 translation items instead of measuring participants’ English proficiency. It could be said that
what is done in high school English education has not been a decisive factor in the making of entrance exams,
whether they are used for screening or not.

Is it possible to find a happy medium between the two sides? One possible solution is to turn to the general
objective of English in the Course of Study because this is the only officially announced objective that both sides
can refer to. The main objective written there is to “develop students” communication abilities.” English entrance
exams should measure test-takers’ communication abilities in English. From this perspective, | would like to
suggest the following to the university side. (1) Work on making exams as a team, not as individuals. First of all, it
is important to determine what admission policy on communicative competence of English they have. Based on
that policy, test specifications should be created in the team. (2) Stop using L2-L1 translation items. English
exams should focus on test-takers’ English skills. Japanese skills should be handled in Japanese exams. (3)
Include more listening items. Ideally both a written test and an interview test should be conducted on the grounds
that four skills should be equally evaluated. Since this is not practicable, at least listening skills should be
measured as well as reading and writing skills. These changes will bring a positive washback effect to the high
school side. High school teachers can no longer use entrance exams as an excuse for adopting traditional
grammar-translation method. They will give their students more English input and more opportunities to express
themselves in English. This can lead to the happiness and satisfaction of high school students.

13



Paper 2:
Five Suggestions for Improving English Entrance Examinations in Japan
Tetsuhito Shizuka (Saitama University)

Currently, in Japan, entrance tests in English are plagued with at least five problems: (1) each question is basically
written by one person in such a way that suggestions for substantial modifications are rather difficult for someone
else to make in the test writing process; (2) English-Japanese translation tasks are extensively used, driving
candidates to feel the ability to produce neat L1 sentences are at least as important as, if not more important than,
that to comprehend the L2 sentences themselves, and definitely far more important than that to use L2; (3) item
analyses that go beyond calculating the mean component score are rarely, if ever, conducted, and the quality of
tests are almost exclusively discussed based on how difficult or easy they are; (4) test questions are publicized
immediately after they are administered, resulting in untried, untested questions of unknown quality having to be
written from scratch, used, and then dumped and forgotten, year after year; and (5) the percentage of university
content classes in which English is used as a means of instruction is low enough to make one wonder why, in the
first place, English proficiency is tested at the screening stage. To better this situation, | propose the following:

(1) “Impersonalize” test writing procedures so that making and accepting modification suggestions will have
little to do with threatening or losing face of those concerned. One way of doing this would be to make one
person responsible for collecting (or writing) a raw text material, another person for writing items about/out
of it, and still another person for editing, revising, and finalizing it.

(2) Stop writing L2-L1 translation questions. This would help candidates get their priorities straight in learning
anlL2.

(3) Conduct item analysis as a routine. Make sure that every member in the committee understands that facility
values tell only part of the story. Examine the behavior of every distractor in addition to the correct option.
Identify high-performing or discriminating item types and alternative types.

(4) Stop publicizing administered exams. Stop allowing test papers to be taken home by candidates so that
banking and reusing items will be made possible. This will be made easier if done in conjunction with
suggestion (2) above.

(5) Increase the ratio of English-medium content classes so that there will actually be a reason for candidates to
be proficient in English.

14



Paper Presentation

The 1st Room (Room 1-206) Part |
Korean Secondary School English Teachers’ Perceptions about the Speaking/Writing Tests of the New
National English Ability Test

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

The Korean Ministry of Education, Science and Technology is developing a new test, called the National English
Ability Test, which is going to include all four skills of English, i.e., listening, speaking, reading, and writing.
Korean secondary school English teachers are concerned about the test, especially because of introduction of the
productive skills, which have not been assessed in the past large-scale tests, such as the College Scholastic Ability
Test (CSAT).

This study investigated secondary school English teachers’ perceptions in implementing speaking and writing
tests of the National English Ability Test. The study surveyed secondary school English teachers in Seoul and
other areas with a questionnaire. The survey revealed that teachers were generally aware that the new test would
include the speaking and writing tests. Quite a few teachers opposed the productive skills test. Many teachers felt
some psychological burden about the inclusion of the speaking/writing tests. Although the teachers admitted that
serving as raters in the new test would help improve their teaching, many were reluctant to participate in the rating.
Teachers felt that the difficulty of subjective rating and lack of time for speaking and writing tests were serious
problems in implementing the new test. Teachers were sensitive about the students’ test anxiety, and they
indicated that they feel a strong psychological burden when making judgments about the students’ performance.

This study also investigated whether some of these psychological states of the teachers are correlated with their

teaching experience, their English ability, and other variables. The results are discussed, and implications of the
study are drawn.
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The Speaking Test of Korea’s NEATs 2 & 3: Its Usability for University Admission Qualifications

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

A new national test of English, called the National English Ability Test (NEAT), is scheduled to be launched next
year. This internet-based test is a 3-level test; NEAT 1 is meant for university students and adults, NEATs 2 & 3
are meant for high schoolers who want to be admitted into universities. (In this presentation, NEATs 2 & 3 are in
focus.)

A distinguishing characteristic of the NEAT is that it includes components of speaking and writing tests, which
was never materialized in the past despite the strong demands from academics, mainly for practicality reasons.
Now the NEATs 2 & 3 are drawing a keen attention and interest from students and parents because the central
government mentioned a possibility of using these tests for university entrance qualifications, and they are now
being developed on the assumption that they are to be used as one of data that determine high schoolers’
university entrance.

The NEAT was introduced by the current government’s new English education policy: Public School English
Education Reinforcement Policy. This policy was generally considered to have been motivated for political
reasons rather than educational. Anyway, the ultimate goal of the NEAT is to activate the teaching of speaking
and writing of English at schools, which has not actually been conducted despite its compelling necessity. That is,
the NEAT ultimately goals to teach English to students so that they can confidently communicate in English
verbally as well as literately. The NEAT is meant as a means to materializing this goal in schools across Korea.
Here a positive washback effect of tests is attempted to be made the most use of.

The Korea’s experiment of using an internet-based speaking test of English for university admission
qualifications is unprecedented and hence still controversial. In this presentation, how to test and rate the speaking
of English by internet is going to be briefly discussed, and the possibilities and problems of using the results of
this speaking test component for university admission qualifications are going to be presented and discussed.
Some theoretical aspects and practical constraints in implementing the NEAT for university admission
qualifications in Korea are going to be explored and discussed, from purely academic perspectives of the
presenter.
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Employing multiple test-centered standard-setting methods in relating exams to the CEFR

Jamie Dunlea (Society for Testing English Proficiency)
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This paper presents results from a project to investigate the relationship between a framework of EFL tests in
Japan and the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). The paper will discuss the
rationale for using the CEFR in relation to tests designed and administered in Japan and provide an overview of
the methodology employed to validate the claim of a relationship between the tests and the levels of the CEFR.
The methodology will focus on a series of standard-setting sessions held in 2007 and 2010. The project has
closely followed the procedures described in the Manual for Linking Exams to the CEFR produced by the
Council of Europe, which gives a central role to standard setting. While the Manual provides valuable advice it
does not prescribe any particular methodology from the multiple standard-setting procedures available in the
literature. For this project, two methods were chosen for receptive skills: a procedure known as the Basket
Method which has been widely used in relation to standard setting with the CEFR (Kaftandjieva, 2009;
Kaftandjieva, 2010), and the Angoff Method, one of the most widely used and researched standard-setting
procedures (Cizek & Bunch, 2007). The Basket Method is conceptually easy to interpret, but has been criticized
as being statistically biased (Kaftandjieva, 2010). The Angoff method has been widely researched and recent
studies have supported the robustness of the results obtained (Plake, Impara & Irwin, 2000; Reckase, 2006). It is,
however, conceptually difficult and has been criticized for the cognitive burden it places on participants (Cizek &
Bunch, 2007). This project deliberately used the Basket Method as a “warm-up” procedure to provide a useful
introduction to standard setting to teachers in Japan who lacked extensive experience using the CEFR. This was
followed by a modified Angoff procedure, which was designed from the outset to provide the actual data for
standard setting. Combining these two methods maximized the positive aspects of each methodology while
mitigating the negative aspects. The use of multiple standard setting procedures has been recommended as an
important source of validity evidence (Kane, 1994; Kane 2001), but has not been widely operationalized due to
the logistical demands, the cost, and the difficulty of interpreting the varying results obtained from different
procedures (Cizek & Bunck, 2007). This study provides one example of how to implement Kane’s
recommendations, with a particular emphasis on linking exams to the CEFR.
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Investigating Spelling Performance with Production Tests and Recognition Tests

Takanami Sachiyo (Saitama Prefectural University)
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Spelling skill is classified as a sub-skill of writing ability, and this skill is categorized in the mechanics of writing
in the writing evaluation standards. However, it is difficult to evaluate a learner’s spelling skill using just his or her
writing material. This is because, while writing, learners often choose words that he or she has greater confidence
in using (i.e., choosing words for which he or she has no doubt of the spelling). This situation makes it difficult to
understand a learner’s actual level of spelling skill. That is to say, the relationship between the quality of spelling
in written material and one’s performance of spelling is not recognizable (e.g., Croft, 1982). Thus, particular
spelling tests are needed in order to determine learners’ spelling skill, and these tests should be given separately
from writing tests.

The purpose of this study is to investigate participants’ spelling performance on production tests (e.g., story form,
timed dictation, list form, translation task) and recognition tests (e.g., multiple-choice, matching task) and to
analyze participants’ acquisition level of English spelling using Implicational Scaling (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991).
Implicational Scaling is a statistical procedure designed to facilitate understanding of the orderliness in the
language-learning process. Using this method, we can see how learners acquire the target items of the learning
procedure. The tests were partly derived from Northby’s (1936) spelling tests—namely, story form (i.e., filling in
the appropriate words in a given passage), timed dictation (i.e., writing whole sentences in a limited time), list
form (i.e., writing the words as pronounced—the basic type of spelling test used in English lessons), and
multiple-choice (i.e., choosing the correct spelling from choices of one correct spelling and four other distracters).
In addition, two types of English-Japanese word tasks (i.e., matching task, translation task) were conducted
sequentially in the testing session. The same target words were consistently used in all tests.

The experiments were conducted at two universities, and a total of 95 university students participated in the
current study. Participants” vocabulary levels were preliminarily estimated using the \ocabulary Size Test
(Mochizuki, 1998). The result indicated that the recognition of spelling mistakes is not the same as the production
of correct spelling, and this result is consistent with previous studies. It is noteworthy that the results gathered
among high school (i.e., the data collected in 2010 by the researcher) and university students (i.e., the data
collected for the current study) are consistent with a prediction based on spelling test performance.
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Assessing the effectiveness of a DCT pragmatics test

Fred S. Tsutagawa (Seikei University)
f.tsutagawa@ejs.seikei.ac.jp

While pragmatic competence has long been recognized as an important aspect of communicative language ability
(CLA) (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Purpura, 2004), the field of language testing and assessment
is currently trying to construct valid tests to measure pragmatic competence and ability. Many studies have
employed open-ended written discourse completion tests (DCTs) (Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1992, 1995; Liu,
2006; Yamashita, 1996; Yoshitake, 1997) for their ease of use and practicality (Beebe & Cummings, 1996). Most
of these studies experienced difficulties validating this testing methodology, however, mainly due to problems
associated with their testing populations being overly homogeneous. In the present study, 144 DCTs were
completed by a heterogeneous population of adult English as a second language (ESL) learners from the
Community English Program (CEP) at Teachers College, Columbia University. Modifying Hudson, Detmer, and
Brown’s (1995) original DCT instrument, the three variables that were integrated into the CEP Pragmatics Test
were degree of imposition regarding each request speech act (1), social distance (D), and emotion (E), with the
latter dimension being added because previous studies of cross-cultural pragmatics have collected very little data
up until now in respect to the ability to create emotionally appropriate utterances. The primary goal of this study
was to evaluate the statistical validity of Hudson, Detmer, and Brown’s (1992, 1995) human rating scales, the test
items, and overall functionality of the pragmatics test. In addition, potential correlations between this test and
CLA ability by proficiency levels were also investigated. In regards to Hudson, Detmer, and Brown’s (1995)
human rating scales, they proposed rating student responses across the six pragmatic dimensions of 1) the ability
to use the correct speech acts, 2) the ability to use typical expressions, 3) amount of speech and information given,
4) levels of formality, 5) levels of directness, and 6) levels of politeness. Inter-rater reliability analyses of a partial
data set of 64 participants revealed that some of these factors appear much easier to assess and agree upon than
others. With the limited data set, it was also inconclusive as to what degree this test of pragmatics appeared to
measure overall communicative language ability by proficiency level. Therefore, the current study will attempt to
complete the data set and evaluate the efficacy of such a test of pragmatics. Based on these updated results,
recommendations for future studies into the complex phenomenon of pragmatic competence and ability will be
offered.
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A Critical Review of the Status Quo of EL T in Japan: A Meta-Analysis

Mehrdad Amiri (Graduate School, Islamic Azad University, Iran),
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Parviz Maftoon (Islamic Azad University, Iran)

The present paper aims at providing an overview of the present status of ELT in Japan. The paper hence, mainly
focuses on the measures taken by the ELT community in Japan ensued from the new vision of ELT in that
country proposed by the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT) in
2002. A comparison of the obtained TOEFL scores of Japanese with those of other Asian nations (2005-2006)
indicates that Japanese have recorded one of the lowest Total Mean Scores among the Asian nations, both in the
Internet-Based Tests (iBT) and Paper-Based Tests (pBT) of TOEFL. (ETS Results, 2005-2006, appendices | & I1)
In 2002, however MEXT issued its renewed vision of English language education aiming at reframing ELT in
Japan, both in the schools and universities. (Appendix I11) In case the vision proposed by MEXT is to be realized
then the administrators, teachers, and teacher-educators in Japan may need to approach ELT from a different
perspective that incorporates more opportunities for authentic language use during communicative, goal-oriented
activities in smaller classrooms. The present study, however, has sought for the reality of the ongoing program
through scrutinizing the recent literature via employing a meta-analysis framework. The findings of the study
reveal that MEXT’s vision (2002) has appeared unsuccessful despite a lot of budget, time, and energy invested in
its emergence. The findings of the study, irrespective of cultural differences, could be employed by ELT program
developers in other Asian countries, since they shed some lights on the dark faces of somehow unsuccessful ELT
in their schools and universities.
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Text and auditory processing characteristics affecting item difficulty in EFL listening comprehension—
Analyzing TOEIC(R) short conversations and short talks
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The construct of listening comprehension may be one of the least understood concepts in L2 assessment, while
at the same time being a promising area of pedagogical development ‘because of the potential washback effect
onto classroom practices’ (Alderson & Bachman, 2001: x). In order to provide test-takers/learners with proper
pre- and post-test instructions, identifying what makes listening items easy or difficult for them is of paramount
importance.

This study is an attempt to shed light on text and auditory processing characteristics affecting item difficulty in
EFL listening comprehension, employing listening items with short conversations (Part 3) and short talks (Part
4) from two TOEIC Practice Tests. It comprises two main parts of inter-related analyses.

In the first part, text and auditory processing characteristics of input and response segments are analyzed for 120
items in Parts 3 and 4 (60 items each) from two TOEIC(R) Practice Tests, which had been administered as part
of two whole-test sittings to 86 university students in Japan in 2010. In the second part, the same characteristics
are re-analyzed for 60 items in Parts 3 and 4 (30 items each) from one TOEIC(R) Practice Test, which had been
administered to 225 university students in Japan in 2008 and 2010.

The entire sample of 225 students is sorted by raw score, as recorded for the whole listening section, and is
divided equally into three levels of ability (i.e., upper, middle and lower) groups for the sake of subsequent
comparative analysis. A rationale for this group comparison is to explore how variable the above-mentioned
characteristics are, depending on the proficiency levels of examinees.

The TOEIC(R) test represents one of the most well-recognized measures of general English language
proficiency among university students in Japan. Despite its popularity, however, novice TOEIC(R) examinees
often perceive the test as psychologically demanding, partly due to its length and duration, which might interfere
with overall test difficulty and could lead to a prolonged negative effect for some under-confident learners. It is
our hope that this kind of psychological pressure or lack of confidence will be greatly alleviated by enhanced
learning, particularly in the case of listening items, if learners are provided with sufficient and adequate pre-test
training and post-test corrective feedback on phonological, lexical, syntactic and discourse-level processing skills
required to comprehend aural input and/or stem and response options.
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Washback effects of the National Center Listening Test on Japanese students’ listening ability and their
attitudes toward studying English listening

Akiyo Hirai (University of Tsukuba),
hirai.akiyo.ft@u.tsukuba.ac.jp
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Hideaki Matsuzaki (Graduate School, University of Tsukuba)

The English listening section was introduced into the National Center Test (NCT) in 2006. So far, a few studies
have examined the washback effects of the listening test. Saida (2009) and Oguri (2009) asked students the kinds
of listening instruction at high school that helped them perform better in the listening test, and reported some
positive washback effects. Tanaka and Sage (2006) examined the contents of the test and questioned the
authenticity of the NCT listening section in the Japanese university context. More recently, Yanagawa (2010)
investigated to what extent the listening test reflected the Course of Study. However, it is still not known whether
the listening ability of students has actually improved since the launch of the test.

Thus, in the present study, we investigated the listening scores of students in the year before and after the NCT
listening section was introduced. Three kinds of data were used for this study: a questionnaire, test scores of high
school students, and test scores of university students. First, the questionnaire assessed students’ perception and
attitude toward the NCT listening section in 2010. Second, the scores of more than 1,200 high school students
were collected for eight years, from 2004 to 2011. These scores include scores on a standardized test that they
took just before the NCT as well as the NCT score. The standardized test includes vocabulary, reading, listening,
and dictation sections. Finally, the placement test scores of approximately 2000 first-year university students were
collected for the past nine years, from 2003 to 2011. The test includes listening, reading, and grammar sections.

On the basis of the questionnaire data, we constructed contingency tables to analyze the relationship between the
students’ perceived difficulty level of the test and their preparation for the test. The analyses showed that there was
no significant association between the variables, implying that students tended to think that they had performed
well on the test, irrespective of their level of preparation before it. However, there were some indications that the
listening test motivated students’ listening study. As for high school and university test scores, we are in the
process of analyzing them and will report the results at the presentation.
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Error recognition tests as a predictor of learners’ writing ability

Adel Dastgoshadeh (Islamic Azad University, Iran),
Englishadel@yahoo.com
Kaveh Jalilzadeh (Islamic Azad University, Iran)

It is not certain whether multiple-choice tests have essentially the same predictive validity for candidates in
different academic disciplines, where writing requirements may vary. Still, at all levels of education and ability,
there appears to be a close relationship between performance on multiple-choice and essay tests of writing ability.
And yet each type of measure contributes unique information to the overall assessment. In this study the
relationship between Iranian EFL students’ performance on an error recognition test and their writing ability was
investigated. Using appropriate statistical tests such as Pearson correlation coefficient formula and Matched t-test,
the data collected from the participants who were selected randomly and voluntarily cooperated during the
different phases of the study were analyzed. The results of the study showed that there is no statistically significant
relationship between test takers” performance on the error recognition test and their writing ability. The finding of
the study can be justified on the ground that error recognition tests gauge construct-irrelevant factors which might
not be ever-present factors influencing test takers’ writing ability.

Key words: error recognition test, writing ability, writing process
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The Relationship between the Scores on the TOEIC Bridge and TOEIC tests

Hiroko YOSHIDA (Osaka University of Economics)
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The TOEIC Bridge test is a multiple-choice test that measures the basic listening and reading skills in English. It
was developed to serve as a “bridge” to the TOEIC test. The scores on the two tests are determined by the number
of correct answers, which is converted to a scaled score. Educational Testing Service (ETS), which created both
the TOEIC Bridge and TOEIC tests, suggests that the TOEIC test is suitable for those who scored less than 450
points in TOEIC. Nevertheless, a small body of research has investigated the relationship between the scoring
systems of the two tests. ETS (2009) conducted a large-scale study in Korea and Japan where the relationship
between the scores of the TOEIC Bridge and TOEIC was examined. Then, it proposed a score conversion table
that could predict the scores on the TOEIC test using those on the TOEIC Bridge; however, the predicted scores
may be sample-dependent, and the results of the score conversion may not be applicable to the Japanese
participants. On the other hand, Maeda (2005) compared TOEIC Bridge test scores with TOEIC test scores in a
Japanese university, although the participants showed a ceiling effect because of their high English proficiency at
the TOEIC Bridge tests.

This study, then, aims to investigate the relationship between the scores on TOEIC Bridge and TOEIC tests and to
examine the extent to which the TOEIC Bridge test scores can predict the TOEIC test scores. The participants in
this study were 292 non-English major students who took both the TOEIC Bridge and TOEIC tests in 2009. They
were first-year students who had enrolled in a private university in western Japan. Their scores on both the tests
were statistically examined using regression analysis. Regression is a way of predicting performance on the
dependent variable via one or more independent variables. The results of the study showed that (1) the scores of
the TOEIC Bridge and the TOEIC test were moderately correlated, (2) the TOEIC Bridge score significantly
predicted the TOEIC score, and (3) the TOEIC Bridge scores (X) were used to formulate the equations that
estimate the TOEIC score (). A new score conversion table that can predict the scores on the TOEIC test using
the score on the TOEIC Bridge was proposed based on the equations.
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The Effect of the Interview Test to Improve Students’ Speaking Ability and How to Reflect it to Their
Grade
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Speaking ability is increasingly required of Japanese students nowadays. The ways to improve students’ speaking
ability have been researched, however, it is very difficult to determine the best way. Here | suggest that not only
increasing daily conversations during lessons, but putting some interview tests into continuous lessons at a fixed
period should be effective. Moreover, it will also motivate students to speak more fluently during daily lessons.

Listening tests are easy to adopt because a lot of students can carry them out at one time and be evaluated by their
paper test points. However speaking tests take time. Here, rather short and possible interview tests in public junior
high schools are introduced. First, the format of interview tests was decided, which consists of two parts: the
speech and the conversation about it. Second, rules and the time were decided: within 3 minutes. Third, the tests
were accomplished twice in some schools, and the second one was 3 months later. The results showed that
students made more prompt reflections and longer speeches in the second test.

After the tests, the evaluations of the interview tests as A, B and C were reflected into the grade: Expression
ability for speeches and Communication skills for conversation such as the other paper tests points. Only
Japanese English teacher sometimes had to perform the tests as a rater, however, if possible, both ALT and JET
should evaluate all students together under the same conditions. Before the interview tests students prepare for
some themes to make speeches. However, when they have interview tests, they make speeches without even
memos or manuscripts. It is because this test is not evaluated as a recitation one but as a prompt speech. Not only
the accuracy of speeches and conversations, but the speed and flowing of conversations are important. Through
this research we found that the interview tests brought good effects to the communicative activities in the daily
lessons, and both were also well reflecting each other.
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Stakeholder input and test design: Investigating the effect of group member familiarity on test scores in a
group oral discussion test
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Test takers should have a voice in testing practices. However, when incorporating their input, systematic
processes to ensure the validity of testing practices must be followed. Such processes allow for test development
to be a more democratic process without sacrificing the value of the resulting inferences made from the test scores.
This paper describes a case study which incorporated the desires of test takers to change the procedures of a group
oral discussion test in a university English as a Foreign Language (EFL) program. To begin, steps were taken to
determine if the desire for change was widespread among students and if the suggested changes were feasible. A
study was then designed to determine the extent to which the proposed changes would compromise the validity
of the testing process. Specifically, the procedures for the group oral assessment were altered to investigate the
effect of interlocutor familiarity. Students were randomly assigned to class-familiar (n = 146) and class-unfamiliar
(n = 159) groups to identify to what extent, if at all, group familiarity affected test takers” scores in the four
assessed categories: pronunciation, fluency, lexis and grammar, and communication skills. For the two groups, no
statistically significant difference in scores was found, and score reliability estimates were similar. Based on these
findings, this paper proposes recommendations for using stakeholder input in the assessment design process.
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Issues in Rating Junior High School Students’ Speaking Performance in a Discussion Contest: A Case of
the Ibaraki Interactive English Forum

Hidetoshi Saito (Ibaraki University)
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The purposes of this study are two-fold: 1) examining the rater effects of discussion performances and 2)
proposing a plan for improving this rating. The present descriptive study examines data obtained from the Ibaraki
Interactive English Forum—an annual prefectural-wide, three-person English discussion contest that has been
held in Ibaraki since 1999. It is fair to say that rating in this unique competition is low-stakes, due to the lack of
effects on participants’ grades or school admission; however, its potential impact on students’ learning motivation
and classroom learning should not be overlooked. Despite this concern, raters go through only a minimal briefing
on the contest day, and raters seem to rely on their experience when rating.

This study is an initial attempt to examine two actual data sets (prefectural finals and regional finals) containing
the total of 162 second- and third-year junior high school students, with 24 raters. Multi-faceted Rasch analyses
were run to examine the effects of raters on rating. The results suggest overall high reliabilities of raters with only
one misfitting rater. However, further analysis shows problems in the contest’s initial rater bias and
rater-participant interactions.

In the contest, the participants go through three discussions, and all raters rate all participants at least once. The
results suggest that raters seemed to be more unstable in the first rating compared to the second and third rating
opportunities. This is no surprise, because the raters seemed to initially struggle to establish their own rating
criteria and to apply those to the existing rating scale. Although there was no clear indication of native/non-native
speaking rater effects, particular raters did seem to favor or disfavor the performances of particular individuals.
This interaction effect was statistically significant in some cases.

Moreover, the three items (expressions, content, and cooperativeness) used for rating did not seem to reflect
different aspects of performance, having almost identical item difficulties. An additional issue involves twenty
rating categories used for each item. Almost half of the rating categories were never used, and there was
disordering of the scale categories. The study proposes potential remedies for reducing biases in the rating system
for the Forum.
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%t (English Profile Programme) (2L 0, F—w v \Fapb@dS g7 (CEFR) IZHES< T4 7«
VTR E T TG, T (2010) TiE, 2 bHDa s B a—25E FOHEERAIC L HHR— b
Tx VARHUME FA T 4 T B AT T AWTEERNEIZ L D CEFR FEEDFHlO— M2 X5 70, i
FOBBEM:ZTHE LTz, T OfEE, Criterion TD 6 BRIV T 3 LA TDORA, ENKE 24T
FHEL 725 TERY | CEFR FEEDRHIN & OFT AN 22D, BRI 2 ZE 5 2 L 3o
7. F7-. Criterion T4 LLEOFHMOSE . SCERERLOBEY) S OHIES B B Tl discourse marker
IZ& D EZAMBNT EnD, FERINIIRER N TE TWD H DD, NERIZR-DZRDN 0 PN MESCH
Criterion ClIEEN @\ G A5 5A1 5D 2 S IEBEEET 5 2 Lvbhotz,

T (2010) DI, FITHR LIV OFEFEERG L LTEY | Criterion (2 X 25HlliA% 6
HOWDIRIS TN, EEOFRBEIZBNTIE6 ZH-72H L Ih S SR EEZET AR B L, £
7o B E LTI, #5ROT A N2 A TRER SN DVEL DI RS E LTz, fmbiloT % A
N2 A T TR DRSO D FTREME D D, AWFFETIE, B FEE L~V TCOERDT X
A N E A T OFMRERE WD Z LK~ EBINNRT AT 4 v 75870 7T AOWEA~DR
BatGs 2 Ea AN ET 5, AFRORRND, 2 Ba—F TOFEEZBU TR ETEX 280 E A
HOFEIZ L > THITTHENRH DB ZFFE L, liE Ol ZfE L7747 1 v 78T e s 7
LAORER AT TNET0Y,
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A% (1-212#EE) Partlll
AAFEF B OIGER RN BBRR R~ TORE

EH 7T FERE)
takako@intersc.tsukuba.ac.jp

BUESERL L TV D a2—ABIARAIIAT ) 7 L—2A A 2 BT A ST #9200 4 DORE A 9 LU
G3T % T LR HiLD, LIRS & SRR & 4 7 ORISR R 2 L~ VHIERI
LTy, BIEILT A MRFAERRH ORISR CRIGIIEZ PO S5 21572 < 720 | 5l
L EEA - TICSEZFLEORNE LTV A,

KFFE T, SR SR A ORE R A R L. BRSO REE A2 = L 2 B 35,
SCTEIRRREDT A N WEB ~— X OBHRET % b % WEB EC1T 5 2RI 2 8IR S8 728,
AHFFETIL WEB hiUCIRIE L7z 250 44 DFERA x5 L LT,

SCEEFRT A ME BT O & 5 WML TR0, OB & 52 S BTN EL 2o TS,
FREE R ORI 30 45 C R0 i Ch A,

101 FA(72 L)DFFA(EA S A%

208. XpoTeh, EEE

501.5EIZ, [Fm-> TN THYREH] »T

5045 ZAULE 2 HIFE

601LIEERRUILH, FHEb-T

[RIFRFL 2 it L 7= 7" L—A A > v 7 A k@ SPOT(Simple Performance-Oriented Test), SCIARRE, FEHE

B, I L 2R, B K S OERMEORRAFRIN U CRAGE ) 2 Wik b FfkE TO 5 B
Mo SCTERRTEADRRE & DI X0 ot &7 o7, BEERAT I A 2480706 6 3 72 01 s

HIE S DD & 51080 B BN 2 7. 35 1 OVEBRE 0D [ ASEAE ) & RSB B B L &
AT HINAO TR AT T,

a0

==

DA
DX
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FHA4E (1212 =) Part IV
BHET 7 BRI L2207 X MERDOTIR

A R FRFEAS)

kimura@n-seiryo.ac.jp

BTEZ 7 Bila(latent rank theory, LRT)( %, 85t/ BT X M AAREHEL L & 9 & 92 H UG
R0 AP RE BIZT A N AR LT 5 T2 O OB T&)DﬁnJr%T/l/’Cébé AMFFEIX, LRT
DUOEDTHDH==2—7 /L7 A FNEH(neural test theory, NTT: Shojima, 2007) | M LTeT A Mk
S'E%EEODJ: INIZIRERBEF IR T RENIOW TR L b,

2L DN CZERE DN TGO NDDIL, ZTOZERENED T o 7 IZFTET 5o H#E
/E(**f7 IR TIRL, KBREDPRAET 7 IR 2R MER A s T 7 s AN =Ty
7« 7't 7 7 A Ji(rank membership profile, RMP) £, 1% 5415, IEEHNIF U CTh->Th, [RICEET >
JIHEESNLD LIFRORVDIEH & L0 | RIUEET 7 IHEESN TV TH, RMP OENNZ L
> THRe DPMHIBE R EFFD, [ U007 A N & [E—OZBRE N 2 BILLEZER L2356, 85K
D RMP DT % Z & T, ZOXREDRE IO A LRI~ 2 k?b)fé‘ éo
2!-%3? T, RFEL1HAEN 4 AL 8 AT 27 A hO—5OfEREZ NTT 12X v oL, — AT
DEZERFNZ 2 DO RMP %792 & T, ED XD ITRENIDEA L LTZD vs:ra“uﬁ%u [ZOWTHET 2,
RMP T/ L7013 26 FRIORESESCERE~OFETH Y . W7 A MIFERTOSHT ORFT, 2009) 12X
DI BEREA S CTEESNT A —HB % 6 HETOEA, KL TS O - K,
2010), ZD 2 2D7 A SN HRBRZE LA BT A R3S 4 2BV | W bBREEIT 250
~300 ASHWWTHDH, 4 HL 8 ADT A Malii & bER LI T0 416 LT 220D RMP 2R L
TT A MR a s L,

2 RIOHEEIAE T > 7 DA L Th-TH RMP DIEWZ K- TR 2BWHER AR bivd Z &
HEETE T 7 I (b o7 LTH, EOREOHENG L S(AE2Ff> QeI b Lz 5
ZHIMBBRD T ENghoT,
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AR (1212 =) PartV
I al—ya kAT EST 4 TT R O

KL B GRALRFERFERHE)
akiyama@ei.tohoku.ac.jp

TETT 4 TT AN, ZHEEENEI T A MABZZHT 5 =77 A b L ZBRIEA K
HSLITFIC/A2 Y . 7 & MEROBHE S ZAUSS U TR 25720, FL—R AL M T X AT T
2, SESERTAMTEATE D, UL, TETT 4 7T A ORI EZENL < | HkERE R
IZEINTE DA T2 a U RENT2, ED LD 7B O AE ) i) % N D HEHE) 2GR DS
7ot T T ZBEORIMNED L Y IHEESNAE T e Y I ab—ra rEE L,
72 SR SN LT,

FHIIE E X, HEERRAE (B & O R E) . PRI ES, FEE CIalb—ra VB
fxBZE L) O3REL, TAT L7 ORWEE 38 | ZRFERES1%-20 725420 D 5@ED
LTI al—a i Tol, TRTT 47T A MO EHRIL, IWEtE 7 2 LT A ML
v N T0357 7 AT LD4Y  THAREIRT L= X L% Owen’s, MFI, MLWI, MPWI, MEI, MEPV
D6, BESHEET LT X% ML, WL, MAP, EAP D 43@1 | #&T44k% SE & FDZAKE
0.02, 0.03, 004, 005D 4EY & L1z, THHDHERDTNTOMEHILE760HY H 0, filx Dl
ATk L, 200 [E125 2,000 [FREV IR LS S 2 L—3 3 v 5T THOEMEZ R LT~ = OFE R,
INSRET2 T A T 2N 7 DA, ISR E LTS T A T ARREDT X LT A Ry haeHN, 7
o v ¥ —ERERSACEEEIC L DTHER, SAHEEIEIC L e/ e, &3 DR i Chh D
Z ENginoTs,

v alb—validcatR ( David Magis, 2010, http://cran.r-project.orgiweb/packages/catR/ ) i
L7,
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5% (1-213#=) Partl
PSR B VR DEE T 2 REERE & IRT 04T K D IREEEE & D XL —BE#ERTER H ORHE—

R RR (BB
glory7942@hotmail.com
A FriE (B

HAGEREfET A N ORERE 2 /o545 BN & R - T TRV, SR OS R IEIT X 2 IR
ERat L2 00 H 0 | SRS T RERO T ST L 0 G IREEEE S E O 2 & AV
SH7-(F5H, 2003, 2006), AL, [F CEFHEREXAOEE ThoTh, WEHEDENIELS, K
WFZECITHBAERE DSRE S D KL & IRT 43471C K 2 IREERE iy U7 R B OFH#A 5=
T—H CTET 5,

HAGE 8 4564 & 9% J-CAT(Japanese Computerized Adaptive Test) DT 2~ D—EBAAdi\ N,
A B AFERE S TRRBRICUE U 7= 32 Bk & IRT RN 9072 33T H 2k = L I REEE O @k Cdad 5,
FIVOREEHHUE TAROIE H ONEERE D153, BEES DDV 22 5, FETELZ DL L
77

IREEE DNGRTE L 0 @< 7o 7=TEH IR, 28Tl PreQ (I 2SR THD H D, PreQ T—
EOIERIZT 24 LTI Y OIEHE B R ORYE TR 5 b D, HE DS FEIEM HEHAIE 2N
LT, HERI L TE 2 28 b0, BHOEREMAEHOE CERIEONE L ST 5 L 00 d -
770 3#kIS KN4 ARIE B Tl 2 AR H IZHET PreQ IFHACIIH D208, R HEHI L TEZ 2 RD
HIEERH T,

INBERESTRTE L VAR 22 o 7210 A Tl M4 PreQ 23HAME THERIZNEE & 20 Bz &2 7L | i
DT DR RSN DHEBNRH -T2,

LLEDNS ., PreQ i s KOS &SRR O F M A — B IR | - 584 5. 2 2 3R 7
BHEEZBND, FTo. 3HLT, HEHIZME S THENKREEE NG < Zpo TV A DI, Sigle LTHE
PACHZ ONDIERIZTZHEEA D ETAHHAENREWNT-OTH DL EEZOND, LLEDORERENS,
RIREE H OVERETE PreQ O L HERIZ £ S ok 2y ha—n3 52 L ¢, Y EATHETT 5
TENTEDZ ENWRNBREND,
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855 (1-213%EE) Partll
BB Z R ) A= TR 5 2 BOFATA—HT A F—D%R

Fid BT REREERT)

f-arakane@uekusa.ac.jp

WEBRN I, WRZBES B LT2DDEER S AT DD AENTEY , X A7 OFEZL-T
IINBOEFREI B E LD, TD XD 72X AT DUONEDIZ, FRFIHGE R DRI RT 5
Z LT, FOWEONEOHRAEEI T D70 0ENERE LT, T4 —H 7)1 ¥ — (advance
organizer) Md 5, FATA—HFTA P, FEHEZ, WUREEMES GF—A A ¥—) ZHib
S>ThH2 %2 &C BEOER & Bl & O ORBIIE O & ZHAL THTRNY 252, #Y)
IR RERL S E D, FATA—H A P—I2i. FVEREE,. b~ — V974 7 2R E8ES
FRREEN DS, UL, BT AR AW Y A= A CBI BT A D DFC,
T 47 A B~ R v 7 A7p L) ORREIZEST DRIV, AT CIE, U A
= T DOPYRFERIEI LD T A S IEE FINTWAN T 57 2 FHFEIC X 0 RN RAR - T
WD, AR WTIE, AARARFAEZRR L L, FEOBGERT D) A= 712815 2 D
RIpDHA TDIATA—HFT AW — B~V —LETTT7 47 R) OHRIZONWTOEREI T2,
170 ADOARAKRFAIL, LLFD 35D 7 L —12550F b= 0 () EFANEOY~ U —LZRi
HLoTirsni=szn—>7, (b) (@) OV~ V—LREUNEE T T 7 47 A LT bDEIRI T
Tn—7_ () Hibos> bR nnary ha—Lrn—7 . @) & b) OFfT4H—4F
AYP—1E, %Ik < RBRIE L EREOL BbL AW L 2Bk SN, KT N—T1X, TR
LODV D% 2[ER 7%, SRR SV o0 DX A 7 DOT A NS LT-, T OfE5R
2 LT, ST A O & WEER OB ORIRC, U A= ZIZIUT DR EHIE
DT A N FHEZ L DFHEIZHOWTE M L, WG & WSS ) A= 77 A M~ORR%
PoRLTZUY,
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B558 (1-213#3=.) Partlll
FEANBATEFEEED (357 BRI 5 B CFMEIZRE 3 5 —%&%2—JF Can-do-statements Z71F
LT—

B B (JUNKERERHE)
choukil27@yahoo.co.jp

PERDFHIENL, FEFOHFROE L E A2 #3807 2 MZ X D JE LT, ZOERITHESN)
TaHiz LTSI Th o7z, UL, T, FEE O HARERO BRI R S, BEB
TEFEFTHERIO B EAHMBED BRI ZE) AL BTV D, £ OHTHRRIZ Can-do-statements (LA T
cds £9°%) 12K 2 HCFHEAER 28005, AL, 1559 BE/ICBIT 2 B Ol oz
T, EBASHHIE A AGEDO S FERE ORI E L GRT IR ICando) ZFIH LT, LAT D 3 /HAHGE
THZERAMET D, 1) FEEFACO [GET) BBV TEIFERRL QD0 2) 8E
DOHEFHHIE, 72A BDORAEN R HN50  3) JF-cds 1252 H EaHiic i & OFEEDSHEMA
HDHD TENEEN., TEENOKFTHA TS AAGEFEETH D720, (A0 [Can-do]
TA b TEREESNTODERMER 285t Li- 9 2. ¢, EFIVIREC 34 THH O-RIRE1ERR L=,
ZTNENOHEBZOWT, 7T TEZSELE & o7, offHH 0925 THDHD, (SFEE I
YEWEEZDIEAD, BEFERL L TEEOONLDIE, LTFOMN>THD,

OFFHEOFENED G, FAEDE L I D100, FHEO 1551 s8R 5 A CaHiiids < 72
STNDZ ENRSD T, BARMIZ 1, 2, 3440 (559 GENICEET 2% B CiHfii AL, A2, B1 ©
bolz, LinL, 4FEE SFEEDTHEDZENIEFIT/ NS N & KO 40 H Rl R
FROLAVR RS- 722 Lo, ARl JF-cds % 4 FEEOFIEICRIHT 5 Z L1, N4 T
A ARV sy oY A

QFEE OFEEHED M LTAER, W< O0DRHEN R bivie, BT, 1REEIIAAR
FELUSN OISR A~DO BRI IEF IR & Ao 7o, HENNTEEE O A AGESE DA H Y
15 2L DG, BAREZOLDOEE S Z LTI, ThaeTEE L TANHEZD L0125
ETHD, BAGEL N O EIZ LR > CUFEERFIIZOREZER L T D Lo s, £-,
FELMDT, BESNOIEE) (TAA b ) . BB NS oD T T —IZBIT 5%
FFEOE CAHIHRN T & 235 T, HENZRIT D B AGE B F IR C HAGERFESGE L Bk
T DT ¥ AR IR, BEREONEB 2OV TR, 1IE L SHEIICE 2008 9 D3 Ee
DD,

@2, IFAERIBUTFEEE D IF-cds B AN & RIORIRSEET A M X 2 ZETEHn & OFERE %
FARTHTIz, 2HEDOEA, MBI 021 TEIK Zanotz, BICTREZITo72E A, 0.2%KHET
HEZRAEIRONR ) oTz, — 3FAEDYE, FBIIX 051 L) EVMEZ R L, THIED 05%70>
720 BV VKHE TR B 5 Z L ANGEA STV, ZAUTS B0 EO R —E, S A
DE, £ UTHIERSHET A NOFEIWE R & LIROVBIRN B 5 & o523, ARl JF-cds B LRl
DB THHZ LIL, HORERGESNZEWVZ LD,

@OAEIZATED JF-cds & L TOZUMERHYER (207 v 7r—haebZ Lick->T, HODH
AGEETRENZ HA TR C& 72 L BWET 72 1T LT, 57 LWV EVMEAVRESNZZ &
5, FEFITZUTHL EHBLTCND LW D259,
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FEo5E (1-213%=E) PartlV

HA<EE Can-do statements |28 N DB & 244 & oBUEF—HE A JFL F8E D H< | BHaicE
REYCHREBTEROSHTB—

NI 5 (B EBERFEREBE)
yuri25211809licht@fork.ocn.ne.jp

HAGEZE 2RI 5 H CaHiiod 728 Can-do statements (LA CDS) 1%, ¥T4EZ OWIZEHEED Hi
DOBDHMN, FATHIFEIZIST 5 CDS IR 12 K > TRERIIC/ERL <4, TE A BRI BE3- 200108
ENTWRVONREIRTH 5,

ZAUCEAL T, CDS Y THEARDER] (il 1 =2 —AMbnDd) EFIUCrET 2 13E#E) ()
BORIZOWT D, 72 L) MOERSI TS e 58, FlZIE THAGED=2—A03 000 £77)
EWVVI TR, THAGEOTEFENHIUL, BAROBIRIZET 2 =2 —A0300 0 £920y DX
ICEZENHE UL, KVFERT, SR TEINRE St 7e b, — 7 ERHARA CI3E B D
WRIFFELS R THHIT ) BN EFDOILTN DD, CDS IZHBW TR TR IR L 0 HEE %
ANNTEZ D D, BEEE DRI AR S5 TEN A [RE TE 5720, X6 2& 27§52 LN T&
HOTIH RN EEZ BILD,

ZZC, AWPETIE CDS ICH ENDHERIZHOWNT, LLTD 2 AT 5.

1) EDL BUVGEMIZRRLR AT AUR, FEE OS2 LV KRTE 5 CDS £72 0 9 507
DED LD RBERENAULTFEZEORE )% LV KM TE % CDS &721 5 507

FEIL, AR LEROMAEDEIZLY < ) BHREICEEd% CDS % 66 MH A %k L.
FEED 4 RFC, HAGER S SEE N8 185 4 12xF L C CDS it 2177, F7-. [FIUIAEE
(XL T 1A BAGERE JRRBRICHEIL L 7= 20 RIORI-EN B R DBEfET A F BT\, CDS & OFHRA A,
7o TOFER, BHROE GUBOFEFHS) (2K 2HEET A N E OB L QIF BRSO
PRI T h3, BRORERAIZ X > CHEfi#RE )1 & OFBICEA LR H D 0T LT- & 2 A, TREEE ) THEARMG)
(Firs ) EBhOFE) OFEFRT, JfET A b EOMBINTEVRA LD Z E Dbz,
ZOFERIG, CDS OFLRIZH ENAESEN, MiRkaifhd5HZ xR, 5% CDS #1575
FCORBREERT D,
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F5 (1213 #E) PartV
CASEC Can-Do U & FDBHE%

B RT EEAEHER)
nogami@jiem.co.jp

W RRR EERERSERT)

CASEC |3, JEnsHAEBads U7e BAENS « FRIES « EVRADY e SICEE LTy Fax—
a v EREUWELNFGEa 2= —2a VEEJTHIET A R ThD, TARMNIT 4 »D&®7 v ay

GEEEDOHGE, FHOHEE, VA= 71285 KEME, BREROBZERVEES) TSN T
W5, ZEREICFIRENDFERAA—I2IE, CASEC 227 DIEMNTIE, TOEICR)A = 7 HZR0HR
B~DEREDOFRENE 2 E TR SID, S OITREIRa I o= —a v boyl, LRI R
JERLE DR T DT R Al EbFREND,

20118 H &V, ZD L YVRIFEREVE 2 10 35/ BARR9IZ Can-Do & W) TR 50—
EAEBIET D, Can-Do ka5 Z & T, D AT &R CASEC ZBra N osiEa VT T
ELHTEABMICHIRIL, AaT BNEWT 2 8GE)E LV A A= TELH X 9IThb & X
5o AZEFTIE, 1ZUDIT Can-Do U A ~ OBRFERE G5,

Can-Do Ot IR & < T T &2 o =3 URIRLIR ST & ()5 BIRER S A 1ERk L7, (1)1Z CASEC
DL~WHFFRAEDRImE L ML L7=2b D THY, Brvavllt2TENENR L, B
323 &4 TENEI 33 XD 130 SLEHE LT-, (2)1X CASEC ORIETE L fEiLd 5 D
PREL, FREICBIT 5 EEEICESEZ Y TLDTH D, 5 OOWHEITFR, BV, A
e (TR, Wi EAEEEELIAY), T GOEEE A ET), BEETH Y, KHmICOWT 13 i
T3, Ft 65 Frabk A FE L,

Can-Do Gk L & A a7 Z i) Ail2dh7--> T, CASEC OB & %15 & L C Can-Do Ftabiz
KD HCRHMET v — bR LT, T COZBRE A TORMBIZEE L TH 5 H ERERH
5728, %100 HEMNG 25T 2 r— e MERL, FZBEICEND1 5Dy T o2 LIZE
DU TTCEELTH B o7, by MECHEARRRZ R R U 2175 Z Lk, DA
HTEDZL OREROT—XPEENAREL 72D X DI LT, AFETIZA =T & Can-Do st 3% %t
JEAHT B TR OWT ORI A S5,
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Workshop Information (7 —2 > 3 o 71E#)

3-205 $EE (3 EAE 2 1)
BRI T4 (Exploratory Factor Analysis)

H & HF ¥ (BEBINREERS)
OE EA RN (FAREHER)

HEF : 20114510 A 28 H (4) 15:00—18:10

ST - BRILSBERS: 3-205 =R (3 BAE 2 )

ZJNE : 500 [

EE 13044 (F LiAAIE)

SINGA: : SPSS THHB T AT 722 L 3B D R E LV, BRI T80 TO N HS
JITATHE,

e
D a—HDIRVEET, D Ea—RZMUT-A7 ) — 2 RN, BiEgL FEE%
NFET, THHOa L Y a—2%2HioTITHFEHITH Y XA,

PR
1. YRERRIIRIT-H3r OB
2. YRIROOIRI 70 HT & Res BIIIR oA
3. SPSS % N RFRAIR 10T 51k
4, EEEE

A UIAF

BMFTLDOITE, LLFOFEHRE &6z, 10 H 21 A (1) £ TIUMNEIC DERE S 7280, BRI
PEEL CWRWGAIZITYE BB L RTRE T,

HDIZEMA2 W& L, V=02 a vy TORNFICK Lo 20 £9, 72K SADEBH
LiABZBRARL L TED 7,

WY —7 a7 OR LIARRHIEBHE AL 7230,
Q) K&4EZpE
() LLFOHaflio7-Z Lidd 0 90 HDHLOEZET T IZE,
() FHRESHT
(b) EEYFHT
(C) BRERIMIAI7-53#4T (exploratory factor analysis)
(d) FEBHIIR-23HT (confirmatory factor analysis)
(e) = Dfth

@) INZTERITH Y £97:2
@) V—r v ay AT LTUINTEHERH D F LI bBHE SV,

H LIABDSESE (TREZ2 513 e-mail &35 < 72 50Y)
/MR FIE e-mail: koizumir@tokiwa.ac.jp
T310-8585 KIS/ T AN 1-430-1 AR AR
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Access to the Conference Venue (Momoyama Gakuin University)

L ,’
oty

ETRhR I‘}’;‘bhﬂ"‘??}?‘ i* i

Eatatil ]

AR ids ]
® I3-k | LidD
TR (AT LFddte| s

whoia

T

J JREFFETR xR
3
5 e RS TERER Eir
i L
] i ! —
FrRIL L LTI S
' =
S TE SR

e Eln

FHAMAE N

8 S = -

\, J
ORI 5 B TR 240

4 BB 2w T MR (2011 $4ARE).
FLLSRE 2 THEET R,

ELEE N LN EERINE )
FEBRER R GEREOH TR FETL TVET,

RARET NRATET
P it

http:/Avww.andrew.ac.jp/access/pdf/access.pdf & ¥ 5|
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0SAKA bR
INTERNATIONAL Kt feoke

.I.IHHIII'W Kyuko Rai lway AR .
JRER AN PR JR Kyota Line
IR Kabe Line " SHIR-ORAKS
OEEULVVRA™, -
Vi-k=f=t ] Airport Limousine Bus "1.,%.
Hankyu Kobe Line ., 8 AR
_ " Hankyu Kyato Ling
- . yu Kyo
EEAY Hanshin Line ..: T
KANSAI Mankai Ling it JRERE AR
IHTEH"A‘TIG"M FliI'IIFIii-lii-IH-Iii-Hi-lHllilliili“ibllHii-lii-lﬂ-lii-iii-lﬂllilli“iF.IiFII+H+H+II.+.H.+.H-1::|-II ::ii- 0 Jl‘{ ngﬂkﬂ lm_] | inn
HEmTE
AIRPORT  Neokai g Linef sy (T
L] .., (Sen| -Eaprass, around 20 min )f JHﬂ&]E;ﬁﬁl[j;f!-ﬂEﬁﬁ]
_ o : 2 JR Yamatoji Line {for Mars)
N %FEL!JMMEA JREHIHR
irport Limousing bus IR Harma Line ! FHERR
(arownd 30 min, | ; hintetsu Nara Line
/ . KAMG Kintets Osske Line
""- =S
f ZUMI-CHUO', 7 Bkt ;
AR R T WEEs ) Senboku Kosoku Rai lway (around 15 min.) g Sp it
by Bus {6 min ) or on oot {15 in | hintetsu Minami-Osaka Line

Izumi-Chuo Station is the closest station from
the university. It takes about 5 minutes by car
and 15 minutes on foot from Izumi-Chuo
Station to the university.

Momoyama University

http://www.andrew.ac.jp/english/access/index.html# L » 51 H



Train and Bus

1) L AT RS B3

HETF L0 R ¥ 60 :

fhid

(RARREE) Tt e T
HB #5345

TR E S $8a

FaB R

i TR S R K65

R A BB 00
—=

J RIESE #2453

HEE R~ R
48 #3225

EE R NI _ R $9165
I FEHTERRE FEE R

J R0 bl #iddoy

maEAA 850

AR BT Pea iR U2 #0205
AL | RAR

— DL A RIb = 21— R0 riT W32
BEE RS = -

Campus map

(5) St. Peter Hall
JLTA conference

T .-:r::::ﬁ% S

uuuuuuuuuuu
0

(1) Buildings 1,2, & 3
JLTA conference

(1) Classroom Buildings 1, 2, and 3 (2) St. Saviour Chapel (University Chapel)

(3) St. Thomas Hall (Information Centre)  (4) St. Andrew Hall (Library)

(5) St. Peter Hall (Administration Building)  (6) Health Centre (7) St. Margaret Hall (8) Gym
(9) Heated Swimming Pool (10) Playing Field (12) st. John Hall
http:/Aww.andrew.ac.jp/english/map/index.html  http:/Amww.andrew.ac.jp/access/pdffaccess.pdf ¥ 5[



Teachers’ Room
Committee meetings,

Buildings 1, 2 & 3 (2nd floor

Room 1-209 or nearby

Room 1-211 The 3rd room
Room 1-212 The 4th room
Room 1-213 The 5th room

Commercial exhibits
Room 1-210
Participants’ lounge

Headquarters

3-205 H=
10 4 28 H
U—r gy e

=
K=
Room 1-206
The 1st room
Room 1-207

The 2nd room

2 &

Room 2-201
Opening ceremony,
Keynote  speech,
Symposium, etc.

Entrance Hall
Registration
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Tell 098-886-2293

URL http://www.e-learning-service.co.jp
Mail askme@e-learning-service.co.jp

(200 “ewitfoyg) K100y |, Yury wware | uo paseq [y7)
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EIKEN

Test in Practical English Proficiency

We responded.

STEP is pleased to announce the launch of our new English website, featuring:
* Overviews of the seven EIKEN grades
* Free downloads of test booklets and audio files
= Summaries of recent research

= Interactive registration system for schools recognizing EIKEN

stepeiken.org

Stop by. Discover EIKEN.
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Commercial Exhibits (BREELZE)

Bett e F—=r 7P —EX
e Learning Service

http:/Amww.e-learning-service.co.jp/index.html

Commercial exhibits are located near Room 1-209. Please ask staff at the registration desk for details.
1-209 ZEfMNICE R H Y £9, L IIEA TR IZE0Y,

We would like to acknowledge the Society for Testing English Proficiency (STEP), Inc. for helping to make Dr.
Fred Davidson’s Keynote speech possible at the annual conference of the Japan Language Testing Association.

Fred Davidson ZcA4E DEGERHOFFUCHT-0 £ LCE, MEEAN BASGERER S LY., J30E -
THAOEBOFE L, FRCHOBE S TINE LT,

The next year’s annual conference will be held on October 27th (Saturday), 2012, at the Ikuta Campus of Senshu
University in Kanagawa Prefecture. We look forward to seeing you there.

2012 SEED AR SFET A MESREREREIT, 2012 (R 24) 4510 A 27 B (1) (CEERSER
Xr AT TONET, EHFITBNMDIFE LA LI BANNZLET,

AASEET A M (UTA) %1510 (2011 4R AR ERS B
Handbook of the 15th Annual Conference of the Japan Language Testing Association

FATH :20114E9 A 1 H
FAT  HRSEET A M2 (ILTA)
SR RHE si2Sr (ERER A S HGR)
HHR T389-0813 EEFIRA-HATIA =758
TEL: 026-275-1964 FAX: 026-275-1970

E-mail: youichi@avis.ne.jp

TRE « REERESFATRES
Hil . () =4> « LA
T380-0815 HPIREEFTRYE AT 2152

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

45



