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Overall Conference Schedule: Timetable

October 26, 2012 (Friday)

14:00—17:00 | Pre-Conference Workshop “Confirmatory Factor Analysis”
Yo IN’NAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
(conducted in Japanese; Room 101B, 1st floor, Building 10, Ikuta Campus,
Senshu University)
16:30—18: 30 | Board Meeting (Meeting room, 2nd floor, Hotel Sunroute Plaza Shinjuku,)

October 27, 2012 (Saturday), 2nd floor, Building 10, Ikuta Campus, Senshu University

8:30— Registration (Hall in front of Room 10204)
9:00—9:10 Opening Ceremony (Room 10202)

9:15—9:45 Report from the Web Publication Committee (Room 10202)

9:55—10:55 Keynote Speech (Room 10202)

11:05—11:35 | Presentation |

11:40—12:10 | Presentation I

12:10—13:20 | Lunch Break (JLTA Committee Meetings: Room 10214)
13:20—13:50 | Presentation Il

13:55—14:25 | Presentation IV

14:30—15:00 | Presentation V

15:10—16:40 | Symposium (Room 10202)

16:45—17:05 | JLTA General Business Meeting (Room 10202)

17:05—17:15 | Closing Ceremony (Room 10202)

17:30—19:20 | Banquet (Shidax, 4th floor, Building 10)

Commercial Exhibits:

Hall in front of Room 10204 (Drinks are available for free.)

Lunch Room for Participants & Participants” Lounge: Room 10213 (Please only use this room for eating lunch.)

Headquarters:

Room 10215
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Program of the 16th JLTA Annual Conference

October 27, 2012 (Saturday)

8:30—

9:00—9:10

9:15—9:45

9:55—10:55

11:05—12:10

12:10—13:20

13:20—15:00

15:10—16:40

16:45—17:05

17:05—17:15

17:30—19:20

Registration (Hall in front of Room 10204, 2nd floor, Building 10)
Conference Attendance Fee: JLTA Members: ¥1,000;
Non-members: ¥3,000 (except Students: ¥1,000)

Opening Ceremony (Room 10202, 2nd floor, Building 10)
Coordinator: Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)
Greetings:  Yuji NAKAMURA (JLTA President; Keio University)

Report from the WWeb Publication Committee (Room 10202)
Coordinator: Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)
Presenters:  Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology), Randy THRASHER
(Okinawa Christian University), Youichi NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College),
Minoru AKIYAMA (e-Learning Service), Yasuhiro IMAO (Osaka University), Rie
KOIZUMI (Juntendo University), Ken NORIZUKI (Shizuoka Sangyo University)
Theme: The Role of the Web Publication Committee in Language Testing in Japan

Keynote Speech (Room 10202)
Coordinator: Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University)
Introduction of the lecturer  Yuji NAKAMURA (JLTA President; Keio University)
Theme: Evaluating extensive reading
Lecturer David BEGLAR (Temple University Japan Campus)

Presentations | & I (Presentation: 20 mins; Discussion: 10 mins)

Lunch
(JLTA Committee Meetings: Room 10214; Lunch Room for Participants: Room 10213)

Presentations 111 to V (Presentation 20 mins; Discussion 10 mins)

Symposium (Room 10202)
Theme: Evaluating extensive reading at school
Coordinator: Yo IN’'NAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
Panelist: Atsuko TAKASE (Kansai University)
Panelist: Rob WARING (Notre Dame Seishin University)
Discussant:  David BEGLAR (Temple University Japan Campus)

JLTA General Business Meeting (Room 10202)

Selection of the chair

Reporter Rie KOIZUMI (JLTA Vice Secretary General; Juntendo University)
Closing Ceremony (Room 10202)

Banquet (Shidax, 4th floor)
Coordinator: Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)
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Presentation Overview

Time Part | Room 10202 | The 1stroom | The2ndroom | The 3rdroom | The 4throom | The 5th room
(10205) (10206) (10207) (10208) (10209)
9:15— Web - - - -
9:45 Publication
Committee
9:55— Keynote -- -- - -
10:55 speech
11.05 — | - PELLOWE CHO NAKA- O G5 - AT
11:35 & MURA | (11 - iRy -
HOLSTER AT « P -
Erspll
11:40 — | N - YOSHI- INOUE SHIM R FH- I -
12:10 ZANA, KH xR
TAKASE, &
OTSUKI
1210 —
13:20
1320 — | 1 - HOLSTER, SATO Cancelled Tk N
13:50 PELLOWE, AHMADI
& LAKE
1355 — | IV - BLAKE - J=/N "y AR
14:25
1430 — | V - GROGAN SAITO il - AT | BYE - T #
15:00 idE=
1510 — Symposium - - - - -
16:40
Presentation Details
Room 10202
Chair Report from the Web Publication Committee  Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)
Keynote speech Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University)
Symposium summary Takayuki NAKANISHI (Tokiwa University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)

Report from the Web Publication Committee

Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology), Randy
THRASHER (Okinawa Christian  University), Youichi
NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College), Minoru AKIYAMA
(e Learning Service), Yasuhiro IMAO (Osaka University), Rie
KOIZUMI (Juntendo University), Ken NORIZUKI (Shizuoka
Sangyo University)

The Role of the Web Publication
Committee in Language Testing in
Japan (p.17)

Keynote speech
David BEGLAR (Temple University Japan Campus)

Evaluating extensive reading (p. 13)

Symposium

Coordinator: Yo IN’NAMI (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
Panelist: Atsuko TAKASE (Kansai University)

Panelist: Rob WARING (Notre Dame Seishin University)
Discussant: David BEGLAR (Temple University Japan
Campus)

Evaluating extensive reading at
school
(pp. 14-16)




The 1st Room (Room 10205)

Chair  Partl Hidetoshi SAITO (Ibaraki University)
Part Il Hideki IMURA (Tokiwa University)
Part 111 Yuko SHIMIZU (Ritsumeikan University)
Part IV Ken YANO (Hitachi Daini Senior High School)
PartV J. LAKE (Fukuoka Women’s University)

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
I Bill PELLOWE (Kinki University), Trevor Mobile System to Monitor Extensive Reading
HOLSTER (Fukuoka \Women’s University) (p.18)

Il | Kiyomi YOSHIZAWA (Kansai University), Can we treat the EPER Form A and Form E as
Atsuko TAKASE (Kansai University), alternate forms? (p. 19)
Kyoko OTSUKI (Kansai University)

Il | Trevor HOLSTER (Fukuoka \WWomen’s Learning by Assessing In Second Language Writing
University), Bill PELLOWE (Kinki (p. 20)
University),

J. LAKE (Fukuoka Women’s University)

IV | John BLAKE (Japan Advanced Institute of Gems of English: A tale of triangulated testing
Science and Technology) (p-21)

V | Myles GROGAN (Momoyama Gakuin Atesting environment: The experiential side of testing
University) (p-22)

The 2nd Room (Room 10206)

Chair  Partl Takanori SATO (Graduate School, University of Melbourne)
Part Il Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu)
Part 111 Chihiro INOUE (Asahikawa Medical University)
PartV Makoto FUKAZAWA (Ibaraki University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
I Dong Wan CHO (Pohang University of Is a letter grading system appropriate for language
Science and Technology, Korea) classes? (p. 23)
Il | Chihiro INOUE (Asahikawa Medical Comparing Spoken Performances at Different Levels
University) on the Same Tasks: What Linguistic Features do
Japanese Learners of English Demonstrate at A2, B1
and B2 and Above? (p. 24)
Il | Takanori SATO (Graduate School, University | Folk Judgments of Second Language Oral
of Melbourne) Communication Ability: A Preliminary Study (p. 25)
v - -
V | Hidetoshi SAITO (lbaraki University) What Makes Peer Comments More “Formative” in

Speaking Activities? (p. 26)

The 3rd Room (Room 10207)

Shuichi TAKAKI (Graduate School, University of Tsukuba)
Tetsuhito SHIZUKA (Daito Bunka University)
Keita NAKAMURA (The Society for Testing English Proficiency)

Chair  Part|
Part 11
Part 11
Part IV NUHAGT AR THERT)
PartV B (ERRS)

Part

Presenter (Affiliation)

Title (Page)

Keita NAKAMURA (The Society for Testing
English Proficiency)

Examining the structural validity of the achievement
test of English lessons at public elementary schools in
Japan (p.27)

KyuNam SHIM (Cheongju National University
of Education, Korea)

The National Achievement Test of Primary English in
Korea: Two different perceptions (p-28)

Cancelled [Alireza AHMADI

University, Iran)]

(Shiraz

Cancelled [Language testing competence in the
Iranian National University Entrance Examination

(p-29)]




The 3rd Room (Room 10207)
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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 hall on the 2nd floor of Building 10.

2. The conference attendance fee is ¥1,000 for members (including institutional members) and ¥3,000 for
non-members (¥1,000 for non-member students). If non-members apply for membership at the registration desk,
the conference attendance fee will be ¥1,000. The JLTA annual fee is ¥8,000 for a general member and ¥5,000 for
a student member; the admission fee for the JLTA membership is ¥1,000.

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

4. The banquet fee is ¥4,000. The banquet registration is conducted at the the registration desk. The banquet will
be held on the 4th floor of Building 10.

5. The conference handbook is available at the registration desk to JLTA non-members.

Lunch and Participants’ Lounge

1. Please use Room 10213 for eating lunch as the Participants’ Lounge. Lunch can be purchased at a nearby
convenience store (seven-minute walk from Building 10).

2. The following three cafeterias are open on the conference day (seven-minute walk from Building 10). See the
Campus Map below for the locations.

Ikuta Hall 1st floor Suehiro Saturday 9:00 to 14:00
Ikuta Dining Hall 2nd floor Restaurant VIEW Saturday 8:30 to 14:00
Building 9 5th floor CABIN Saturday 10:00 to 14:00

3. Complimentary drinks are available at the hall in front of Room 10204.
4. 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:  rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp  (Rie Koizumi)
Received e-mail messages will be automatically forwarded to her mobile phone.

To Presenters

1. Presenters will have 20 minutes to present their paper, followed by 10 minutes for discussion.

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

3. If you are not a member, please pay the ¥3,000 “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 are in the room. There is sound system and you can play sounds from your computer. LAN internet access
is NOT available.

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

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

10



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 10202)
Evaluating extensive reading

David Beglar (Temple University Japan Campus)
dbeglar@mac.com

Approaches to evaluating extensive reading should support and promote the fundamental aims of extensive
reading programs, which | take to be the following: Students will engage in large amounts of pleasurable reading
that will produce cognitive, affective, and social benefits. Stated differently, the goal of extensive reading
programs should be to create students who are competent readers, who enjoy reading, and who can effectively
communicate with others about what they are reading. If approaches to assessment are to support these goals,
they will predominantly be alternatives to traditional assessment, and they will involve students in using the other
three major language skills of listening, speaking, and writing. They will also take advantage of behavior students
engage in naturally outside of class, as this will make it more likely that they will engage in and benefit from the
assessment tasks. When assessment is viewed in this light, it becomes possible to outline general principles for
assessing extensive reading that are designed to promote students’ cognitive, affective, and social development.
Although the principles might be implemented quite differently in different classrooms, the fundamental goals of
the assessment tasks will be similar, even in different educational contexts. The purpose of this presentation is to
outline and briefly discuss a set of assessment principles that are designed to contribute to the achievement of
cognitive, affective, and social goals.

Bio
David Beglar has used extensive reading for over 20 years in a variety of contexts in Japan. He is currently

involved in research investigating the effects of extensive reading on the development of reading fluency and
approaches to extensive reading that yield substantial fluency benefits.
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Symposium  (Room 10202)

Evaluating extensive reading at school

Coordinator Yo In’nami (Shibaura Institute of Technology)
innami@mre.biglobe.ne.jp

Panelist Atsuko Takase (Kansai University)
atsukot@jttk.zag.ne.jp

Rob Waring (Notre Dame Seishin University)
waring_robert@yahoo.com
Discussant David Beglar (Temple University Japan Campus)
dbeglar@mac.com

Introduction
Coordinator: Yo In’nami (Shibaura Institute of Technology)

Extensive reading is intended to increase learners’ language skills (e.g., reading comprehension, reading fluency,
vocabulary) by having them read large amounts of text for extended periods. Although the concept has been in
existence from the 1920s, the increasing interest in it in Asia, and particularly in Japan, in recent years is
noteworthy. Nevertheless, in contrast to the practice of and research into extensive reading, relatively little attention
has been paid to assessment issues in extensive reading, including the aspects of reading that need to be measured
and to the ways to measure them (e.g., the tests/instruments to use, the amount of time needed for measurement).
Many commercial tests exist to measure language proficiency, but the degree of their usefulness for measuring
gain from extensive reading requires meticulous research and discussion.

In this symposium, the topic of extensive reading from an assessment perspective is examined and illustrative
examples of how extensive reading has been or can be practiced and assessed in various school settings are
presented. The first paper, by Takase, provides an overview of the types of tests used to measure gains from
extensive reading and focuses on the Edinburgh Project on Extensive Reading (EPER) placement test. The second
paper, by Waring, explores the several ways for practitioners to conduct action research into extensive reading in a
school setting. Issues in the two studies and future directions for assessing extensive reading in school contexts will
be discussed.

Bio

Yo In’nami has been interested in extensive reading (particularly in terms of testing and assessment) since his
undergraduate supervisor used it in class almost 15 years ago. He practices extensive reading in his own classes in
universities where he teaches. Additionally, he is currently interested in exploring the effectiveness of extensive
reading through reviews of the literature in this area.

14



Paper 1: Evaluating extensive reading program
Atsuko Takase (Kansai University)

The principle purpose of this presentation is to provide information about evaluation tools used in an extensive
reading (ER) program, and the results of the tests. In the last decade, extensive reading has gained popularity both
in secondary schools and universities in Japan, and the number of ER classes has increased immensely. Although
this change has provided many benefits to students, many teachers are still sceptical about the effects of ER on
improving learners” English proficiency mainly using easy reading materials.

In order to improve English proficiency, learners need to read an abundance of fully comprehensible materials at
the beginning of ER, as this leads to the automatic recognition of vocabulary and syntax, which leads to greater
reading fluency, facilitates a larger amount of reading in a shorter time, which is followed by further fluency
improvements (virtuous circle).

According to Day and Bamford (1998), the purposes of evaluating an ER program are “to see whether a program
has achieved its goal,” to identify outcomes other than intended ones, and to identify necessary changes or
improvement (p. 157). However, most sceptical teachers’ primary concern is whether ER improves learners’
English reading ability.

The best way to examine the effects of ER on learners’ reading ability is to administer pre- and post-cloze tests
(Day & Bamford, 1998). The major cloze test utilized for investigating learners’ general English proficiency is the
Edinburgh Project on Extensive Reading (EPER) placement tests. Among several versions, the easiest (Version A)
is used most frequently in Japan. It is a semi-fixed-ratio cloze test consisting of twelve paragraphs (963 words)
arranged in an ascending order of difficulty. It contains 141 blanks mainly for every 5th to 7th word. To identify
the correct words in the deleted parts of a passage, the ability to understand context and vocabulary, and
grammatical knowledge in context are necessary, as most of the missing words are related to grammar. Day and
Bamford suggested that the pretest score should be less than 35% to see the gains on the posttest.

Other available tests are: STEP Eiken for junior high school students, SLEP (Secondary Level of English
Proficiency) test, ACE (Assessment of Communicative English), the GTEC (Global Test of English
Communication) for high school students, and the TOEIC for National College of Technology and university
students.

Day, R. R. & Bamford, J. (1998). Extensive reading in the second language classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Bio
Atsuko Takase is interested in extensive reading and listening, ER motivation, and vocabulary acquisition through

extensive reading. For over 15 years, she has practiced extensive reading in a variety of ways in universities and a
high school in Osaka.
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Paper 2: Extensive Reading Research in Action
Rob Waring (Notre Dame Seishin University)

Many practitioners baulk at the idea of doing research into extensive reading as it can seem complex and hard to
fathom given all the potential variables at play. This is often compounded by the apparent complexity of many
published ER research designs which need to control multiple variables. These include knowing what to test;
what reading to administer; who and how to test, which instruments to use and how to ensure there is no
contamination of the data given that extensive reading is usually conducted alongside other types of language
instruction, among others. This is further compounded by a myriad of assessment methods and instruments.

This presentation will suggest several ways in which practitioners can indeed conduct small-scale action research
projects on their own students and classes. This might involve looking at various aspects of extensive reading
including attitudes to ER,; perceptions of language gains; classifying and rating reading materials; efficiency of
feedback and so on. This will be followed by presenting an action research agenda and guidelines for conducting
your own research in your classes and possibly getting it published.

The presentation closes with an analysis of some of the reasons why little action research is being done in
extensive reading at the moment and what we can do about it, both individually and collectively.

Bio
Dr. Rob Waring is an acknowledged expert in Extensive Reading and second language vocabulary acquisition.

He is on the Executive Board the Extensive Reading Foundation and is also author or series editor of 200 graded
readers.
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Report from the Web Publication Committee (Room 10202)

The Role of the Web Publication Committee in Language Testing in Japan
Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology)
koyama@nitech.ac.jp
Randy THRASHER (Okinawa Christian University)
Youichi NAKAMURA (Seisen Jogakuin College)
Minoru AKIYAMA (e Learning Service)
Yasuhiro IMAO (Osaka University)
Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University)
Ken NORIZUKI (Shizuoka Sangyo University)

After the discussion in the steering committee of 2011 JLTA annual conference, JLTA decided to form a task force,
the Web Publication Committee, for the purpose of dissemination of language testing information and JLTA
activities. There are specifically two areas of the dissemination mentioned above, (A) Registration of the JLTA
Journal on CiNii (Citation Information by NII [National Institute of Informatics]) and (B) Publishing useful
materials on the JLTA web site.

This presentation explains the tasks of each area, and reports the progress of the committee’s activities.

(A) Registration of JLTA Journal on CiNii

The committee has already started asking authors of all the past JLTA Journal articles for copyright permission in
order to register the material on CiNii.

(B) Publishing useful materials on the JLTA web site

In this category, the following three types are included; 1) digitalized materials useful for language testing such as
booklets, slides, handouts, pictures and video clips of workshops, lectures, online tools and their manuals, 2) links
to useful sites such as DIALANG, and 3) JLTA original on-line tutorials.

Work on the on-line tutorials has begun by trying to find what materials would be useful to help teachers develop
a deeper understanding of testing and good testing practice by first carrying out a needs analysis. A preliminary
questionnaire survey was designed to discover what teachers believe they need to know about measurement and
test development. It is expected that the data from this survey will be useful in deciding what teaching modules
to include in the web tutorial.

For this purpose, a 14 item questionnaire was prepared in Japanese and English and data was collected on-line
from 31 subjects and from 42 others using a pencil and paper format. Respondents included elementary, junior
high, and senior high school language teachers in Japan as well as university students in training to become
teachers. Respondents were asked to report their level of need to understand or interest in 14 different aspects of
language testing on a 4-point Likert scale.

The results indicate that teachers and teacher trainees are more interested in practical (how to test language
elements) issues than they are in understanding measurement theory or the issues currently of interest to language
testing specialists.

The presentation presents a brief overview of the on-line tutorial program that the JLTA task force is developing,
the data from the questionnaire research, and concludes with a discussion of how the tutorial might be constructed
to encourage teachers to develop an understanding of the test theory underlying the ‘how to” issues they seem to
be most interested in.
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Mobile System to Monitor Extensive Reading

Bill PELLOWE (Kinki University)
pellowe@fuk.kindai.ac.jp
Trevor HOLSTER (Fukuoka Women’s University)

Extensive reading (ER) requires comprehension of large quantities of interesting text of appropriate difficulty,
raising the question of how to monitor students’ reading. This is often addressed through quizzes to check that
students did read the claimed books, book reports, or through word count targets. However, quizzes and book
reports may result in students engaging in intensive rather than extensive reading, while performance goals such
as word counts may be harmful for motivation and thus be counterproductive. Data from a pilot study using paper
survey forms to ask about book completion and book difficulty was analyzed using many-faceted Rasch
measurement, finding sufficient reliability for effective measurement. However, the data collection and input
from paper survey forms is too time consuming for large scale administration. In order to automate the process,
the presenters developed an open-source module for the MOARS audience response system (Holster & Pellowe,
2011; Pellowe, 2010) to allow data collection using mobile devices such as an iPod Touch, mobile phone, or any
other internet connected device. The MOARS system is open source and freely available. When students answer
the survey questions, the data is stored in an online database. The system provides simple tables of book counts to
allow teachers to monitor students’ reading, and can also output a data and control file for immediate analysis
using the Facets software for many-faceted Rasch measurement. Pilot introduction of the system found it to be
easy to use while providing sufficient measurement reliability to inform text recommendations and future
purchasing decisions.

References

Holster, T. A., & Pellowe, W. R. (2011). Classroom peer assessment using mobile devices. Paper presented at the
37th JALT International Conference, National Olympics Memorial Center, Yoyogi, Tokyo.

Pellowe, W. R. (2010). MOARS (\ersion 0.8.3) [Audience response system]. Retrieved from http:/moars.com
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Can we treat the EPER Form A and Form E as alternate forms?

Kiyomi YOSHIZAWA (Kansai University)
yoshizaw@kansai-u.ac.jp
Atsuko TAKASE (Kansai University)

Kyoko OTSUKI (Kansai University)

Many extensive reading classes use the placement/progress test developed by the Edinburgh Project on Extensive
Reading (henceforth EPER). Three forms of the placement/progress test are available: Form A, Form B, and
Form E. Among them, the former is most often used. These forms have been treated as alternate or parallel forms
of the EPER placement/progress test. They have been used to decide appropriate reading levels for learners and to
analyze their progress. The EPER placement/progress test is basically a cloze test with different numbers of
passages and items. For example, Form A consists of 12 passages with 141 items. However, the instructors who
use these forms describe that EPER E is more difficult than EPER A. A conversion table is available to convert
the scores on Form A or Form E to standard scores, but we cannot convert the scores on Form E to the scores on
Form A or vice versa without using the standard scores. Although the conversion table is available, we feel it
necessary to confirm the difficulty levels of the two forms when those forms are administered to the EFL learners
for assigning appropriate reading materials and assessing their progress.

The present study has two aims. The first aim is to conduct a content analysis of the EPER Form A and Form E,
including the length and readability of the passages used in each form and the types of deletions. The second aim
is to examine the difficulty levels of the two forms. To this end, two forms were linked using a common-person
design.  Atotal of 200 students at two four-year universities in the western Japan participated in the study. There
were three groups of students: one group took Form A, another group took Form E, and the last group took both
Form A and E. Rasch analysis was conducted to analyze the data files of the two forms. Those data files were
analyzed separately to confirm that they fulfilled the conditions to use the Rasch measurement model. Then, they
were equated.

The presentation includes the results of the content analysis, those of equating, and educational implication.
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Learning by Assessing In Second Language Writing

Trevor HOLSTER (Fukuoka Women’s University)
trevholster@gmail.com

Bill PELLOWE (Kinki University)

J. LAKE (Fukuoka Women’s University)

Recent studies have used many-faceted-Rasch-measurement to investigate the potential of peer assessment in
second language classrooms (Hirai, Ito, & O’ki, 2011; Mok, 2011; Saito & Fujita, 2004). However, “learning by
assessing”, where the assessment process results in learning by raters (Topping, 1998), has not been widely
investigated. This study therefore investigated learning by assessing in second language writing by testing the
research hypothesis that gains measured on a peer assessment rubric would exceed gains on a secondary rubric
measuring general academic writing. A convenience sampling of 26 first year university students in an academic
English program participated as part of a compulsory academic writing course. Pre and post treatment writing
was rated by teachers on the rubric used for peer assessment and a general academic writing rubric, using the
Facets software package. Students were exposed to the peer assessment rubric, but not to the secondary rubric.
The MOARS audience response system (Holster & Pellowe, 2011; Pellowe, 2010) allowed students to rate each
others” work and to access their own ratings instantaneously using internet connected mobile devices. Substantive
gains were observed on the peer assessment rubric but not on the secondary rubric, providing evidence of
learning by assessing. Response patterns suggested holistic rating by peer raters, casting doubt on the potential of
peer assessment to provide formative feedback and supporting the view that the gains observed arose from
learning by assessing. The holistic response patterns displayed by peer raters discounted peer assessment as a
source of diagnostic feedback. Instead, the results suggest that the major benefit of peer assessment lies in
improving peer raters’ knowledge of the target construct through repeated engagement with the rubric during the
rating process.
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Gems of English: A tale of triangulated testing

John BLAKE (Japan Advanced Institute of Science and Technology)
johnb@jaist.ac.jp

This study discusses the creation and execution of an end-of-course test for the first cohort of one hundred
showroom sales staff in the world’s largest jewelry store in Thailand. The showroom sales staff had just
completed a seventy-hour English for Specific Purposes course held over twenty weeks. The test candidates were
mainly ethnic minorities from various hill tribes in the Golden triangle. The majority spoke various Chinese
dialects but there was no lingua franca as there were also monolingual Thai and Korean speakers. A significant
number were illiterate as they had received no formal education.

The remit of the test was to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the candidates™ ability to sell jewelry to
English-speaking customers in the showroom in order to allocate the staff into sales teams. Those in the
higher-ranked teams would be assigned the first coachload of English-speaking customers, and the lower-ranked
teams would only be called on should a second coachload arrive at the same time. This meant the earning
potential was substantially higher for the higher-ranked teams.

The end-of-course test consisted of elements that were proficiency tests and other sections that were pure
achievement tests. This difference was ameliorated, however, by the fact that the vast majority of the candidates
were absolute beginners at the start of the course although there were a few false beginners.

In consultation with the store management, a battery of tests was used with each one testing different aspects of
the sales process. A knowledge-focused written test making use of visual prompts was used to assess the
candidates” ability to recognize key lexical items and functional phrases. A one-minute spoken presentation of
a self-selected jewelry item was used to assess persuasive presentation technique and pronunciation. Secret (but
quickly discovered) customers were used to evaluate the effectiveness of the sales staff in the showroom. The
sales process was observed in situ by the teacher, the floor manager and the staff supervisor. The teacher
listened for language usage, the floor manager assessed personality and manner while the staff supervisor
assessed sales technique.

The problems and solutions in creating and carrying out these tests in terms of validity and reliability will be
examined from the standpoints of various stakeholders in the process.
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A testing environment: The experiential side of testing

Myles GROGAN (Momoyama Gakuin University)
mgrogan@andrew.ac.jp

When getting started in testing, there are resources for design (Davidson and Lynch, 2002; Bachman and Palmer,
1996) and how to analyze results (Brown 2005; Carr, 2011). There are fewer materials on the qualitative
experience of working with testing within an institution, and how the balance of a normal working environment
may affect how those resources are brought to bare.

This presentation is a qualitative look at the history of a norm-referenced placement instrument in use in a
medium-sized university Language Centre. It will be presented by the person charged with maintaining the
test—a contract lecturer who took on the role with limited testing experience—and will look at how the test has
been analyzed, changed, and maintained. Rather than being a model or a suggestion for best practice, however,
the focus will be on the experience of developing the necessary testing skills, spreading awareness of testing
ideals within the institution, and blending testing with everyday teaching and institutional realities. The main
object of the presentation is to try to compare the ideals presented in common texts with the learning curve and
buy-in necessary to make such ideals work.

After describing the context of the test, the presenter will look at how the test has been perceived over time. The
test has changed from being a resource-heavy instrument, simultaneously administered to well over 1,000
students at a sitting, to being a relatively simple-to-administer take-home or class-based test. The former and latter
systems will be discussed, along with the relative merits of each position. Next, attempts to improve the test will
be reviewed. Despite a lack of heavy-hitting statistical software, systems were developed to look at Item Facility,
Item Differentiation, and test reliability. A brief demonstration of how Excel has been used to get such data, and a
review of the recent literature and resources will be included here. Following this, the test will be described in
terms of the institutional “fit”,and the buy-in the test gets from the various stakeholders. In particular, test
development and quality assessment will be examined, with reference to trying to create a set of test specification
or blueprints, and getting involvement from teachers and administrative stakeholders.

The audience are invited to share their own experiences during the question and answer session at the end, with a
view to improving the testing experience for all involved in the process.
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Is a letter grading system appropriate for language classes?

Dong Wan CHO (Pohang University of Science and Technology, Korea)
dongwanc@postech.ac.kr

Language courses taught at universities in Korea have usually adopted a letter grading system without much
consideration of its effects on learning outcomes and psychological burden on learners. A letter grading system,
which has its base on norm-referenced testing, aims to differentiate students’ achievement in relation to others and
to boost their motivation for higher grades. In a case, a strict proportion of each grade has been mandated by some
universities, causing irrational competition among students. In contrast, an S/U grading system, which bases its
rationale on criterion-referenced testing, measures to what extent students have achieved goals set up by a class
and what they can and cannot do. In the field of language teaching and testing, little research has been done on the
effects of the grading system on teaching and learning outcomes. This research is to show how a change in a
grading system from a letter grading to an S/U grading at a university in Korea has impacted the motivation of
students for learning, attitude in classes, and achievements. With the survey results from 632 students, interviews
from 30 students, and an open discussion, this research recommends that an S/U grading system be more
appropriate to language teaching and learning. Suggestions to make up the drawbacks of an S/U grading system
will also be presented.
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Comparing Spoken Performances at Different Levels on the Same Tasks: What Linguistic Features do
Japanese Learners of English Demonstrate at A2, B1 and B2 and Above?

Chihiro INOUE (Asahikawa Medical University)
c-inoue@asahikawa-med.ac.jp

Since its publication in 2001, the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) has increasingly attracted
the interest of stakeholders involved in language education and assessment. The CEFR itself is claimed to be a
reference framework that can be applied to describe the proficiency levels in various languages, however, there
has been an increasing demand for a language-specific set of linguistic criteria, especially for the English
language, which can serve as a benchmark to illustrate the linguistic performance that learners are expected to
demonstrate at each level. A leading project that has been started to respond to this situation is the English Profile
Programme, and one of the main studies so far focuses on analysing the Cambridge Learner Corpus (CLC) (the
results have recently been published in Hawkins and Filipovic (2012)). While the research may be quite
informative, the results need to be carefully interpreted. As the CLC is a corpus which stores data from the
Cambridge Suite exams, the examinees at different levels are not given the same tasks. However, it should not be
forgotten that the language produced by the examinees is sensitive to the demands of the tasks, and it is
potentially erroneous to draw conclusions in relation to language proficiency based on elicited language structures
without knowing what structures and functions were required by the tasks.

Consequently, this study aims to examine the differences in language structures used by learners at different
proficiency levels performing on the same tasks. The performances of 65 Japanese university students on two
spoken monologic tasks of different difficulty were qualitatively analysed. In addition, the elicited performances
were rated by 7 raters as ‘Below AL’ to ‘C1’ based on the CEFR Oral Assessment Grid on both tasks. The rater
training was conducted following the procedures recommended by the Council of Europe (2009). The rating
criteria used in this study were Range, Accuracy, Fluency, Coherence, Sustained Monologue and Considered
Judgement (CJ), all of which were moderated with the use of MFRM. Focusing on how the learners described
the same events in the pictures of the two tasks, this study manually identified the structures present at different
levels of proficiency. Specifically, the analyses were based on mean length of clauses and clause-based syntactic
structures, following the taxonomy presented by Hawkins and Filipovic (2012). The results will be discussed in
the presentation along with the issues of task comparability and task effects.

References
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http:/Amaww.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Manuell_EN.asp
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Common European Framework. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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Folk Judgments of Second Language Oral Communication Ability: A Preliminary Study

Takanori SATO (University of Melbourne)
tsato@student.unimelb.edu.au

In the field of applied linguistics and language testing, language specialists, including applied linguists or
language teachers, have conceptualized second language (L2) communication ability and defined the construct of
general-purpose oral performance tests. Although the eventual receivers of L2 speakers’ oral performance in the
real-world context are those who are not trained professionals in applied linguistics or language teaching (i.e.,
folk), their perspectives on L2 communication ability have not been incorporated into language assessment. In
this presentation, I will show and discuss some findings of a preliminary study in my doctoral research in progress,
which explores the features contributing to the folk judgments of L2 oral communication ability.

Four graduate students of disciplines other than applied linguistics and TESOL (three high-proficiency non-native
English speakers and one native English speaker) participated in this study. First, the participants watched the
video-recorded oral performances of 10 test-takers of the national College English Test-Spoken English Test of
China and indicated their impression of each test-taker’s communication ability without being given any
pre-determined rating criteria. Subsequently, the participants verbalized features of the performances that
influenced their impressions. Afterwards, | conducted post-sessional semi-structured interviews and solicited their
thoughts on the influential features in their impressions of the performances. | analyzed their verbal reports by (a)
segmenting reports into ideas units, (b) developing a coding scheme, and (c) coding each segment.

The analysis of the verbal reports and interview data indicates that the participants paid relatively strong attention
to fluency, pronunciation (accents), and content. On the other hand, linguistic resources (grammar and
vocabulary) affected participants’ impressions to a much lesser extent. Although there were a few comments on
non-verbal behaviors, two participants underscored the role of body language in their impressions. Participant
comments also mentioned features related to test-takers’ demeanor or interactional behaviors. In summary, the
results appear to show that participants’ judgments of communication ability do not necessarily correspond to the
ideal performance defined by most oral performance tests, whose primary concern is with assessing exclusively
linguistic factors.

Since this is a preliminary study, the findings cannot be generalized to other contexts. However, the study
tentatively suggests that communicative language ability models developed by language specialists might fail to
explain folk perspectives on “good L2 communication.” In this presentation, | will emphasize the importance of
investigating folk real-world criteria for L2 communication ability in the field of applied linguistics and language
testing.
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What Makes Peer Comments More “Formative” in Speaking Activities?

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

The purpose of this study is to characterize peer comments among 74 third-year Japanese junior high school
students that were exchanged in a series of speaking activities in a course. This is a preliminary report of a
larger-scale study on the effects of formative assessment on students’ achievements.

During a year-long regular English course at a junior high school in Japan, two classes of students were involved
in speaking activities. Lessons from which the data were derived were team taught by the same male Japanese
teacher of English and male native speaking assistant teacher of English. During each lesson, students were
divided into groups of four, two of which were engaged in a speaking activity while the remaining two observed
the performance and filled out a feedback form that contained four performance items with a rating scale and an
open-ended comment space. Then, the students switched their speaker-observer roles. Time permitting, the
second round was implemented in the same group but with alternated pairings. All students received more than
10 opportunities to give and accept comments from peers over a 7-month period of the academic year. At the end
of the year, the students looked back at these comments and responded to a questionnaire concerning the
comments they received and their own learning.

The present study reports characteristics of the student peer comments and what students felt was learned from
those comments. To analyze the data, exploratory text data software—SPSS Text Analytics for Surveys—was
used for categorization and compilation of comment data. One characteristic is that student comments consist
overtly of “praises” rather than “advice” or “critical comments.” Another characteristic is that the commenting
categories are limited mainly to those of rating item categories on the same feedback sheet. What this indicates is
that although those rating scale items on the sheet possibly suggested items on which to comment on, they
simultaneously seemed to limit students from finding their own performance categories. Analyses of the final
reflection sheet show that the majority understood the utility of the commenting practice and accept peers’
comments, though there are individuals who feel threatened and awkward about assessment and comments. The
study discusses what makes student comments more formative in speaking activities and what needs to be done
to facilitate learning.
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Examining the structural validity of the achievement test of English lessons at public elementary schools in
Japan

Keita NAKAMURA (The Saciety for Testing English Proficiency; STEP)
ke-nakamura@eiken.or.jp

This study investigates the structural validity of the newly developed achievement test for young learners of
English in Japan based on the result of pilot test, which was conducted in 2011. The test was designed to measure
the basic English vocabulary, phrases, and Q & A expressions learned at classrooms of public elementary schools.
The test, consisting of 44 listening items, was conducted to both fifth graders (N = 1039) and sixth graders (N =
988) from 17 public elementary schools around Japan in October, 2011. The Rasch model based screening
method of both item and person was employed, thus making it possible to compute a linearly transformed scaled
score from person ability measures. The rationale of employing unidimensional Rasch model analysis and
subsequent scoring was investigated using item-level factor analysis. Weighted least square mean and variance
adjusted estimation method (WLSMV) was employed in order to conduct both exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis using Mplus. Exploratory factor analysis found plausible one-factor solution, which indicated the
existence of an owverall listening component in the test. Subsequent confirmatory factor analysis compared the
unifactor model, the correlated factor model and the higher-order model, and found the correlated and the
higher-order models were superior to the unifactor model in terms of model-data fit indices. The higher-order
model best explained the structure of the test design and the Rasch model based analysis and scoring, thus making
it the accepted model in this study. The result and its implication to the current theory of the structural validity in
the field of language testing are also discussed.
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The National Achievement Test of Primary English in Korea: Two different perceptions

KyuNam SHIM (Cheongju National University of Education, Korea)
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This study aims to investigate how Korean stakeholders perceive the development and implementation of the
national achievement test of primary English (hereafter NATPE). This study also set out to uncover, and to obtain
in-depth understanding of the issues which emerged from the author’ earlier work in 2011 which had investigated
washback effect of NATPE on teachers’ beliefs and practices. Following a discussion of national curriculum of
primary English and assessment policy, this study introduces the overall structure and implantation system of the
NATPE. This study also examines a number of mainstream theories of language testing or assessment which are
relevant to NATPE and considers how NATPE confirms to these theoretical principles. To carry out the research,
691 students from 9 middle schools in 3 different cities participated in the study; they took the NATPE in July
2011. 75 head teachers or deputy head teachers from 50 primary schools in the same areas took part in the study.
In addition, 10 NATPE item writers joined the research. Regarding research instrument, 3 questionnaires were
developed; the questionnaire for the students consists of close-ended questions, but the questionnaires for head
teachers and test developers are comprised of both close-ended and open-ended questions. Analysis of the
quantitative data was carried out using SPSS (15.0 for Windows) and the qualitative data were analyzed through
classification and listing.

The results of the study are as follows: First, generally all the stakeholders hold their own firm beliefs regarding
NATPE; two-thirds of all the participants accepted that the NATPE was worthy of implementation. However
there are still considerable number of respondents who regarded the test as unnecessary. Second, the impact of the
test was not very big, contrary to expectation. Also the test had more influence on what teachers do than what
students do in the schools; teachers were usually heavily concerned with the test and its results, but the students
were not. Third, with reference to the future direction of the test, NATPE is required to revise or improve the
curriculum prior to developing the test mainly because the curriculum is so finely tuned, which makes it difficult
to develop various and creative test items. In addition, the data base of test items should be constructed, through
which the stakeholders can get some useful information about the testing such as topics, vocabulary lists, and
sentence structures. Finally, certain areas needing further investigation were identified.
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Language testing competence in the Iranian National University Entrance Examination

Alireza AHMADI (Shiraz University, Iran)
arahmadi@shirazu.ac.ir

This study aimed at investigating the construct of "language testing competence™ in the Iranian National
University Entrance Examination (INUEE) which is designed to screen candidates for studying at higher
education as MA students of TEFL. To do so, the INUEE questions were reviewed in an interval of more than
two decades to see how the construct has developed. The results indicated that only very recently the construct
has been broadened to include more hot topics of the day in language testing. Some content areas, however, have
maintained their status in this high-stake test for over two decades. The results further indicated that the questions
have gradually evolved into more qualitative and though-provoking questions demanding higher levels of
analysis, though questions of definition and description type which were characteristic of the earlier versions of
the test still exist in less frequency.
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TOEFL 72 ENKRFETO T L—R A v MOHENEEEIC LS FHENTWA, UL, #GEEIT A b
(56T DRI S DFREZREN S VTN D 7203, 05 DS M0 KA AT B 281X
T & AETTOITORN,

ARRIEL, HGEINTT A M L DHAGEEDZ LM « WG A R D Tl BAGREE =TT
JRERIE & SR SN FAEDE DB ORF COFGEFERNZTE T H DO TH D, HAREICE
> THGHRIED IR ST LT, AR D 2 A 725 3 HIZHNT T v r— MR ZAT .
A3 LA RIE LT LTc, RERDIGENZMRFT 270 DOF NG, HARSERI R H
DO, BAERERIE~DE R, KYBEIGEIE~OER R E 2 F L O THET 5,
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The 3rd Room (Room 10207) PartV
BIET LV BERICE S a v P a—FWnBIT A AT ADRESE & BAZEEEY A AT A hA~D
BH—YI 21— a itk AEHh—

il B GRACREERESE)
akiyama@ei.tohoku.ac.jp
BT 22 GO

WAET v 7 #iah (R, 2007) (X, 7TA T L0 BREERT 510D 7 LT A MIVERSZBRET
— AR TH ETMIT 4 v LT AT LT A= T — 25 U CHEE T 5 =
EMTE D B, 2012 HIRIF) SV RERZRi > T\, FKINNTEET o 7 Balc s S< a v e
2 — X7 A N AT A (LRT-CAT) 24—V —A Y7 b7 =7 ® Moodle DFEY 2—/L &
LR L= ZOFEY 2—/UL, BEOSZRT —2 2N TT A T L3 7 AR LTEE 0 3
2 b=y a3 VEITIRD ZEMNTE, TA T LDV T AT LN 7 Thho T h a2 175844 %
VIal—ra ik oTHER L, RETHIENTE D, £7/-. LRT-CAT 1L, FOUFHD K%
I IAT v Ml (ZEE DY ) TITTHDT, & TOUNEE Y — AT D0k )5
RUZHAY— SO ARNFRIRA IR T 2R ORI R E A SINBRNE W FRRE R, 7'
—AAY T A N —FITRSETEET 555, Moodle /N7 A MEEEZE 5 54 & X TUE
(IR CREEE DY — MO Eff THEIi T 2,

WL, BAGEZ G20 DFERET A b (TA 7 248 150) #Bi% L. LT A MI L > THiE
L7z (aF, 2012 HIF), V=772 & (£EMFE CRBEIZEET HMEROT A N Tl
TR RS CRESE A ADHEENATRE T D & DI AISFTNDN, S BITEZBRT A T 2k D7
< TENL., FNEMENEE D &E %, LRT-CAT IZ L DibsEt A AHEE &R A5 Z &1 LT,

L, T AAGEEEY A AT A hORET —4 % EXAMETRIKAS.3 (5, 2008-2011) #fif
AL THI L., ZOfEHE%2 5T EXCEL 7 7 A /L% LRT-CAT |ZHiMAEH, LRT-CAT DY = L—
AR L Ty I alb—a v 37k oT-,

EOREREWET D,

References

Shojima, K. (2007) Neural test theory. DNC Research Note, 07-02.

FKILE (2012, FORIH) . ¥HET > 7 BlRD/ T A — L HEEICLEIR T A 7 DI & ZESs. AAT
A N 10 [RPERRRSDEREE.

FATIEEZ012, FIRIT). TAAGEZ G 7o O DREGEET A b DBAFE. 2012 4 H AGEAB ERRIFER
eSS
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B4 (10208 #=K) Part|
AV a2—HITE D AAGEA Y —F 7 HERRR T AT b — BAREEENC L H58RmR & OB L 5
RRE—

S Bl GRERE)
imai@intersc.tsukuba.ac.jp

AR BE GURKRFERFE)

A R&E GUERE)

fay MR (TR

PaAT E— (FORRILRS)

B 7ot GRS

i B— GRS

AAGEIEREERRE D 155 BENAZ o ¥ a—2 CHEHEE T 27 A M2 TH LA, aF
2 — X L DHEIHEEEZ BAGEAAIC X 25 Ml & i35 Z L1 X0 | (B2 MEE Lz, A7 A
MILLF AR TR SN WD, ~IVTF AT ¢ T affio-RIEEE OE,. WEB bR SETHF
T — A HIET DU AT AOREEE, #9100 fx# 200 ANy DO EFRIC L BIET— 2 O, HAGE
HEMZ X DB, B 2 m LS A0 SiEET )V - BT VDT 2—F v hE
HEEET /VOREEE, GETHHEERSIE M L7 b ORHEE DT, GEHEEE & B AFEZAT OB DL,
7R, AT A MR ST BT, BIREGE HT, Ze e - SUERL. AHEE OB S, hE
THEEET IAEZF 5 72BN T ORI O T, B, RREEE L g 0%
REAA X VIR, RIREREE &SRB OIARJE R EGERE, U — N FEEESARNE, REERE. R
BT GERERRICRT 28 RE) . FaGdE 2 (FFXMICHT 2585 . FahdE 3 Giasafk
V2R D B S IR X OR X) | Gl 4 EEIRRICHT 2585 . FEEEE S5 (FRNOR
R | FEERHE 6 (HFENOREHEE) , #EF, HahdE 2 LREHHE 6 [T 2 MER D
Do 1L =i e N N R BT vt 6 e Ay e /A AN DE 3 5 R B i ) O L N L/ B 133/ 7= W
TR EAEZ T, Vi — b Z—[f L > TFET —F & filfi» TET VAR LT,
T — 2 2R\ TR HEEE A PE LT, OfE & BAGESENIC X A ERACTE & OFEBIREI T,
SR U BRI A VP, 2R - SCAERR, B HIBEEICIW T, FERL, 0.72, 0.84, 0.72,
0.88 L7¢o7z, ZAUTHAGEHAEENCIST DFEBICILET 2 4D TH Y, a2 B a—XIZ K HRETHE
B DRFERMENRSH D Z L 2/RLTND,
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458 (10208 #=8) Partll
WA X A7 TRIT 53CE L BRINA & ORBEHBRLIER A B —F o R T —< VA5 2 D5

KB B GRIURSL B T RAER)

kendrixyano@gmail.com

H25 FEhiOBFEFRETEE (SRR Tk, 4 SHez AR BREAH T 7580k 5T
WD, TDT0, EEOFHRERE&Te 2 A 7 (Integrated Task, LA T IT) 1Z%3 Dt/ iHMli/ns AN a] K C
H%, ITIZBWTUIERZER UEET 2 AFVRNETH S & Z i TS (Brown et al., 2005),
B ORERNIGIMN  D & X OB EEZ b - — FOERISETT 52 277
BYEN) (BK, 1996), IT (2B 238K —HAEDIBE<T, 7 u 2T 5 mietnd s &5
Zbib,

IT ZE /7T A e LT, SYE 2 « 2 oD IR $ 5, —ORERTIE [ZATE T &
BIO MW= b ZEXT 55T 22074 —< AEFHIL TD, ABFETIE, =
ORI FZBR A S-SR OERTE R 2V, BRCITICER 2 H T, S SRS
BRI L2 SRBENEE DRI DG D/NT —~ v AT G2 DB LN H 2 L&A
&35,

AWFFE G, SCEPME L NEERERIICHAS N A B —F o TR O A L, SCESHE. 555,
NAHERER. BRI ANEAT 5. UV TR « RO 2 L~Y(Gentner et al. 1993)i 245
L 2 ¥4 7OREE T 5, PRSNDRERE LT, CEUSNOBEATEREFIA L& . X
LR & OFERMEERIF L7220 2 9038 2 b5, RQIE2-0: (1) EDL BV OEE CHERIE
R L TEZ 200y QUEEWEERIF L7220 5 b UL~V DR D R E Y Z7BICBWTA
E—F L IRT p— VANED L HITERIRDLONY, ZD 2 gk, 12 BGEE RIEOmYIS, B
X, FEEhE AL~ L OE e EORIRE, ARBSHTE IV TRGET D,

HERRYE 2 R PR O AR 10 Rl C, CEELEIEE & oD BEHERS V|
& UEERPELIZ: L) 208, Z0HDn 2 XA TORBEEHR L, &4 36 4 238U Tinddk
ZIME LTz, FORER, &2 A T OB THEEMEZFRIFE L2803 4 4, WRIZRELOH -
TeED B Ao, G L) SFCI, TR &, TINEDIEEL] OFEREMERL
(ZEoTo(r=878), —F FEEIHELISH Y | &R CIEZ OFBAMMED > 72 (r = -.147),

EBICZORERE Y LICEBRAFER L CTRBY, YHIXZ ORROREEIT,
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458 (10208 #EE) Part il
KEFEADSGEFRERRE ZFTARD T O DEREATHRT X b

ik Bt (BRI

tokunagamiki@fukuoka-u.ac.jp

UTHE, BREDOIMENINTERE LI2WFE FRATETT 2 REN N 50, SOERGE: & OFMEN
<, FEESCHFRIED HAGE COMERN R CEX N E WS L AE T TS, AL, 295 Lz
KFAEDFGEGERREOPYRIE 2T 5 Z & T, O NEm T AMEEH LN L, U AT 4TV
HEREILTHZ EAREL LT,

ABFGECYERR UT- Bk A M, fHERHEE) D 72 250D FERBOD Sl SUEFIED L %
B DIRSE N D BOTH D, FiER L OSBRI T X CTHAGECTIER L, T > & L7015 2k
T5%, ThhbRn &) B ZRRIT T, SEEAHME LIRWRSIRD 1, 2 44 705 4%
RIBUZT A M &S L, B4R EEBRONE 667 £ DT — 2 & 4381 L=, D% TOEIC Bridge 7 A

kA28 7= 640 4B LT, AR A k& TOEIC Bridge 74 kA =t 7 OFAEBENR b IEE
L7,

Winsteps 2 L CT—# &0 U755, FEERegT 2 b OB (SaErEi1.86, 18 B 5481 1.99
ThHY ., FRITE D VEEZEHE 36 [ 219 [, EHERAL 72 M Th -7, 5L 64040 TOEIC
Bridge 7 A hO A a7 & EMEATRT A N OSERFREIHEENE A Ll U752, TOEIC Bridge D U —7
4 TN — L OFBEIRRN —FRE L, r= 651 Tholz, fiskd LT, lslowly] 23R & 78%#%T
TGN A0%55, Tthel 2NHFAICH D LFBIR CETRE L 60%I2 L EE D78, £ ORI
DSHERRERGREEDMENZ & DA BN 72 o 70, THHEES EOKD - 7= Tteacher = 445 TX 2., 15%
(96 £) DXBE DGR CTE Do T2, B HOFRETITRE LW R AN T 5,
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458 (10208 BER) Part IV
WIRESC, B6R3CT v A OFHISEEEER

I B (BIESREEAR)
kei@hs.keio.ac.jp

Ty, TAT 4 TT A MIBNVTHEHSNOHKGAEE— R (T 7 A2 M2 A7) 1E S5O
LEWST=THT Iy b DEBIELIZbONEL U —TF O O T T Iv I IA4T 1~
IR G TR S I DIIFEN B2 < b D, L LIBR, ARS8 #H OFEIC
FWRE SRR LA 258182 /=Y TV B A OFREICHIEEZ T D BN B 5,
DIRNFATIIIFEDO T TCIL, FFEDSHEFERFEDRES )T A =D DR SV THND 8, 5
FEMEDBZEIIHGD T D70,

AFERIL, WRESLERORLDOT v A DEFEEL T > 20 W TRGREL, 7 — 2 bRl
HDEL L SDEERUVRC, FFEDIREESRITH L SOERVDRR LN E I et 2, Hifil~
JVERERE 30 £ OWIRESC, B LT v A %, AZOFHIE(BARN 24, 1A T 4 7 24) T8 DDk
% 225&(Overall Impression, Content, Organization, Cohesion & Coherence, Creativity & Originality, Grammar,
Vocabulary, Mechanics)z & & IZEEA LTt Lz, FHilA 7 —LofEiarE s < . AUl MR S &
o7y, FACETS Z Ve T v i agpirin b, FHIETRC, MRESRHIC R L S DAV DN
BTz, TREEDFHEE DA L b G| B DHREESRIZ I DRI A 7 —/L OFSd AR SIS
MCTHERR-720 . FHEEOSUERE RIC LY = A OFHlN LD D Z L3 bh-oTz,

WiRESCROBORSAIT T I v 7 T4 T 4 7 L0 u3F = ALSIUTO RN Bl I 22D
D Z EITTRITE 722, PE¥ET A MOBEBI COMMBEDE S 2ER D &, ORI NF—
B LT A —/VElil PR Ml E A RE L, B D@\ RHiliA RHEd 2 & 2R d 2,
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554 2 (10208 (=) PartV
ARNFBE T AT 4 v 72—/ AIZEDe CEFR LoV EEAERAE D434

RAE B GOUANERERS)
n.naganuma@tufs.ac.jp

THE F GRONERERE)

B FEsSE GOUNERERS)

CEFR TIHEBIZFEIC L B2V TEIMR—AD L-YLEEb 372 S TR Y . ZNEfised H1-0, 4%
SRETCLVURIOT a7 7 A )b U GEESSSUEDIEUERHE Y X MBS >oH 5, J5ETH
Cambridge ESOL ZHu0r& LT, EnglishProfile DBRFE B EEESD HALTWD 23, FlZIX, Ertail DM
WA T, TaDH 5 EBBOREEEE CIIL AT L . 380 ERIERITIR O DITKE L,
TERADIRNEFECIEE < . BAGEREEGS Clt, A2 TB%4A A TRV, CLLC2i272->ThH 10%
AL mWEETHL2E, FEHEDORGEOREN R OND Z & 640> TE TS (Hawkins and
Buttery, 2010), 7. #E&T%. JACET8000 T 5,743 Az diploma A3 A2 72D L, 1,001 fiz.0d
determine 73 C1 TH L7 L, Wit Rob,

Z 2T AMETIL, BARNTFEEIRE OFGET A 7 1 > 7IZ81T % CEFR 4 L LD HAMERp:
EIASNIT DT80, E A—/L, WEEST, 3 XD 3 5D % L AOEC A a— 2L, FEE =
—RAGMTEATIR o 1=, VESGREIL. EnglishProfile Programme D Z A 7 ¢ 7 3B ZEIED_ECTRIH
L. 2009 4EJE K O 2010 AR D FAMERER T 1, 2 4F A2 %5 L LT, 2 It 0T « RISk
REENTTHEIE LT, 1EUIT R CT UMb Eiiz G, S0E% 7 (UCREL CLAWST)AMHT B,
FRE T LRk S A7e CEFR ICHEIL L 7=l ER © &1, 2 A OFHIEIZ L D B ST,

IMRtGR L LClE, D578l 4, #AZEHEGK) 825,000 FEDT—Z ASHV B4, JACET8000 DiE#:Y
ANED T TNENT, GHTFEE LT, HERy NT—T 081 2 VART AT,
N 7'Z 25V SIL, A2, A2+, Bl, Bl+, B2 OFNEHND L YUIBITHHES A 7L D
ECRERDILEREA R ST, L LR S, BARNFEF IR OFEMERHED M2,
EnglishProfile {FE4E Y A MEDIHEY A | & DRSS, mSHEEREREZT T < | IRBEREEDO TS
WL T2, Flo, KOFEZRSGERZ = OOHT b B L 72D Th A 9, 2011 FFEELIRE Hiflkise L
TF—F%IUELTEY . BHEABODIRNB2 LLOH o LB HEIR LN S, S 550
1772 > TVETZUY,
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55 (10209 #=8) Part |
BEEtR Stz LB HEE

A ER FREBRRF)

kimura@n-seiryo.ac.jp

STEP | 2003~2006 412 157> 5 5 #kDEHEE D~ 20,000 AR LTT > — Rl A 306 L,
Jefk Can-do U A R &AERR L7, ZAUTIFAS R - HRERICRIE L= E L &R L H DD, AW TIE
Z DD Bk 4 #k~YE 15D 4 FERIOBE RT3 (Can-do statement; CDS) %5783 @ H CiHl D
VL LTHWAZ L LT

2 IEFD 1 RSB SV — IR B OSEE 7 7 5 A D255 295 £ DWW 1215 T,
FFLCDSs i~ T, NFROIGENZACFHEL T b o7

[T —21%, ET 7 Fis (Latent Rank Theory; LRT) (2480, T 7 %% 5 & LT
EN7-. LRT 12 X 54 CDSs DN % IRT FEIEOONE D BRI 05 (12 h - & bW T 7)) & L,
Z 0 CDSs A& T DARDNETFHEIN—E L TV D DR, Fik 4 k% 112, 38k, YE2 4%, 24k,
Y1 fhETNTI 2, 3, 4, 5 LML LT, B EOROBENEDIRED D)y, AE T~ DIERL
MR TINIZE 25, WFNORBEICOWT $.93~95 LIEFICEVHEREZ R LTZ. 2z L, &
i Can-do U 2 FASH CEHfiod Y —/L & U THotied 2 2 & 22 L T4,

CDSs (= & % H C2Hih & BRI S - 05ET 2 M X 23 EOfE—Ed %70y, U—F 4
TEV A= TIZONTHIT LT E 2 A, WINOHEREIZ DWW T HH 60%3HFE—EH L7=H Do,
B Ml 3 Tl N L7281, 34 AQ9%)xt 24 N(17%) TV —F ¢ > T OFH %L, mRGH
L7251, 16 N(14%)%] 30 AN(22%) TV A= F DJiin% otz ZOEEOZEIFFHIC LA ER
FETho7- (F=584,df=1,p=.016) . EKAY72 CDSs A LD, HOFHEE T 2 M|l R L
DORFEIZHONWTEREINZ .
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55 (10209 #=.) Partll
E VR A ED can-do statements (2 X 5 B CRHMlOSHT —SEEES) & EEEBROBRN D —

R HE EHEIZERT)
tae@toyota-ti.ac.jp

R EF (EHIZERE)
KH BT BEEERY)
ea R # (BHIZERT)

Can-do statements |Z 2 5 SaEmEHBEIRHIEL, HAICERT DIMNEREHE « HAGERE CHIAE D D
DD, TFED [FEEEERERE] OBE 27T, CEFR 2B LIESER— 7+ U4, B
Uk a7 b, B EDBR SN, SR/ JRHmM Thivd L 512> TE TS, L LA
5. can-do statements |2 5 F CEHIE & SEERO SRERE I BT 2 MOV THEIR & L CGlamd
SRS TVND,

SEATHRZE (R - 10 - KH, 2008) T, FE5SICBSE L7z can-do statements Z-1ERk L CiIA 24T
VN, REEEDERL LTS ISE Tl T T2 2 ERH L0720 E VD TR 25, B Ml & o
X ONTEE T TNV TIRES Uiz, fESE TR 1384 5.2 53, SRBlCBd 5 IR
L 0, FFEEICE S TOEBX A7 O THEL X L HEHENRH D 2 EAVRIB ST,

AWFZETIL, SATHIZE V- 955350 can-do statements Z D =— X2 EHETUGET L, B
TS 2 5 UT-, ST A o5, can-do statements |Z & 5 HCEEE. XE500R, LB
PEOAME, HHEFDED B S CD, ARETIE, BT A FOFER & EBORBROA A Hul
(2, FBERICBRE L7 H HEOR O 22 T, Sabre/) & 5 A CalEIC b2 DB 2 aEd
2o
AFZE L, BEVRAGED ESP BV X2 T LEMEEOTA RTA4 L ABT 572007y =
7 FOFRETHY . T—F T OFRERRE L L B RN ED L ITH Y F = 7 LMERIZTEH
TELDHIRARD,
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55 (10209 #ER) Partlll
CEFR Bt REIZED V- AATESHET X MR DR

£ WE (BREFRAT)
taniseiji@tokoha-u.ac.jp

I, 2 a=b—va UROAMTFEEENT AT, SR TN TE 5))Can-Do) &V
EZ 7 LIRSS EEE IRURONSHAM B LDYE E > T D, £ DO TRRNGFRZSDBIZE L
7= Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (UL N, CEFR) 1%, #MEREEE O BH:L
LCARE— LT, ORI —r v "OPE iz RONEREEEIZA X7 M kiFL
TW5, BAGEHABIZBWTH, CEFR ICHEILL 72 F BAGERBE AZ 4 — ] (EBEASHiE4,
2010)<° I HASEE OEAPEHAE /IR HlizE) (OJAE: Oral Japanese Assessment Europe) 723BR%E S TuV5,

AWFFETITEFRLD & 5 72785 5D b & CEFR DR RIE 2 312 LI NEEL A B AGE - EE oD
AAGESHET A N OB &R T2,

T A MBI TART A R EART A b 2 BRIz, FT. FIHT A M TIE BAEBETHD
HLRRRRE 34 TF A MRET— L&k L. CEFR ~OERYL | 7 A MEHEOFERR, HHEE
R T, Phie7T A hASER L, ORI BB, ZSPEORGEE, CEFR OF L-YLO#ES A -
WEERE OFRHDRE AT 2T, TIHT A M TORRARE A T, HADELUERZZITV, AT A M
Fehte U, TH T, ZE4MEORRGE, Tli7 A N CEE L7z CEFR D& L~V DEESHE « [RIEEE DA
& DO—EIEDMEREAT -T2,
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55 (10209 #ER) Part IV
HEREHREITRIT B U —T 1 v 7 DN XA 28] > TV B D)>

B E— GUERFERFHAE - AARAHRRRSRIRR)
ka to_n@yahoo.co.jp

PEEEBREI BV I B O AR+ 51D OREIMER STV BN, 2D ONEHE
WERRTEI IR % 7o) == a3 UDMHEL T0D, FlzIE, [FICEREIZRBO TS, 7F 2 MoE):
NTCNDNEOELAW %KD HRIEIPMER SN TWNDE—T, TF A MIEIN TS Z LTS
W TR RN NE OHER 2RO S RIE R ST D,

Z NS O EEREERRIEEDIA BN IR EEEI IO TED HIVTIIN A Y, FHENORIEN T
BEDED X D pPMRAIE L COD NN T — s TR E T T-iFE g L A E 7
U (455, 2008, 2010),

AWFGECIIIGEBREICIIT 5 UV —T 1 7 OWNEBHRIEI S 2 YL C TR T T, T DR,
AMFFETILFAK (2005) OHFHRIEZEH Uiz, 167K (2005) |IHifiFiiREA LA o> 6 FREC/H L T
W5 (@) N7 7 L—RERL () #ERERL. (©) T—~ER. (d) FEER. () FERERM O X
EHOEER, 51T, (b) HEAERM (2 OW IRV E L HERD & A 71K > Tl < M
(eg., REHVEATR) 217> T D, THF A FOFRWFHIRHZILT XA MIIPRSIVTWAIERIZEED
WO R AERROTEM AR AR & SN TR Y | FERNAEET D 1= DI 725035 D iR 4
Wt 7 0 ADBUS BN L TOD BV TEN TS EE X HLD, EE (2008, 2010)
TIEpfHERE BT 2L E LWRROREZ B0 E L TOMEEIT> TV D08, AL CIIE R
FRBEOED XD B AERE L THDDONE NI BLENOREEIT S, D72, KR EHRo
HERICBEI L TR VEEICH DIE/K (2005) DO EEL, AMFZEICE L TnD L& X Bild,

AWFFECIIRFAEOE SIZHEDWOTHREDIRE 21TV, TIEIOHRI T DN B
MIREIZ DT _EFLOSESEE > Tt LT, 2 LT ZOREFIZEE SV THRHER T 2470,
BHREORHRI DN TERE T T,
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%558 (10209 =) PartV
VELC 7R MZELB TOEIC ZaT7DFHl: VA= T L) —F 4 VAT ONWTRBENS HD

i BA KU RE: - VELC RS
shizuka320@gmail.com

VELC 7 & k & 13k 2 OIFEEAHTT-ICBE L= Y 2= 2760 [, U —F 1 > 7 60 [, A Ft 120 4,
FITEERERY 70 50D HARAKREAERNT ORGERET A N THD, VA= T, V—F 4 7L Hi23D
D/3— b (£ 20 B 120 TR Y, U A= JREFE A a T (LY), U A= TEFHT A 37 (L2),
VA=V TR A a7 (L), V—T 4V JREFESIIAaTRY), V—T 4 > 7 SUEECI AT
(R2). V—F 4 FTNEHHRSI AT (RI)D 6 SO/ —h2ar7 L1 & 12 & L3 2/bEz) 2=
v Iv 7 aryAar, RLR,R3 2GR —FT 7 AaT, £ CeabElz h—#12xa7)
ERNT 5, 7 v 2T T MK BB T +— L0 ENEZIT CTHE— RE L ToRERL
S FIRE T D,

VELC 7 A MIZIERE UTHARARFEDTGES) 2 FREZ IR D EREICHIE L, Ziul L -T2
T AT AFEN R OPNEIAENL S Z L B E T HRGEE T A NN, 2D X H 72 BT ClZIA
EH 3T 5 TOEIC OfESR: & DESHZ SUWCTERIMN Y, £ 2T, AFEFKTIE TOEIC DOfER &
OFEBAZMGEET 5, VELC 7 A M OB CEITT A M &2 1F 7R 375 4031 L7z TOEIC
VA= TBIONY —F ¢ 7% x DRSS E LT, VELC @ L1, L2, L3,R1, R2, R3 & TlIZ#K
& LIEERIR O EIT T2, AT v 7 U A RE L > THIERER VALTZE Z A TOEIC U A=
7 E LY L2, L3 T Ko THHRD 58% %, TOEIC U—F ¢ > 71X L1, L2, L3,R1, R2,R3 DETEET
JUER LT 64%% THILT-, /-2 TFHA 2T OEFHZ L > T TOEIC h—4% /1% T
M LT= & ZA0HD 68%% FHI L7z, F£7- 120 [ VELC 7 A F &2 90 M L7=HAch
TOEIC h—% /LD 66%% THHICX 25 Z EHVHIH L7, 60 /3 CHEIMTE 57 A T 2 Kfflijd TOEIC ™
65% L4 EAETHITE DDIT @4 a G T 55259, £72 TOEIC VA= 7OTFHIRIZIX
R1,R2, R3 V&£, TOEIC UV —F 4 v 7O PHEUCIELL L2, L3NG ENS DL, U A=Y
7LV —T 4 7 ORRIZE L TURIBHTH 5,
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Workshop Information (7 —2 > 3 o 71E#)

EH : #ERRF54T (Confirmatory Factor Analysis)

WOE R (BEIERD
A& W GH)

HHEF: 2012410 H 26 H (&) 14:00—17:00 (3%t 13:30—)

PR BUERFAERF v o232 10 SAE 1S 101B (£ 2 =)

ZNNEr + 500

EH 1204 (F LIAAIE)

BINEAE: « SPSS » =7 /L7 O CTHBISHIT AT 72 Z L D3 A HINEE L, R854
HTDITIHEINATEE,

i
D a—HDIRVEET, B0 Ea—FEM U2 7 ) — 2 RN G, BiEg L FEz2
OET, THHOa LV Ea—H 5o TTHFEEHIZH Y A,

W -
1. FERBHIRI- oot OBl
2. Amos % FAV = WKLo bT 51k

LA :

SIFLDOIE, LFOREHRE & 612, 10 H 20 A (1) £ TIMNBSEIC DEE S 7280, BRI
L TORWEAIZITY BBING FTHETY,

BOIZBEMAW-EEET L, U= a v TORFICRRLLT 20 £, 72K SADFH
LiARZBRFHL L TEBY £7,

WU —7 3y 7O LIABRHZBHZ T30,
(1) K& &R
() LT affio7eZ E13d 0 90y HDHHOEZET TSN,
(@) FHBEHT
(b) EEWFSHT
(©) ZRFRMIR 15347 (exploratory factor analysis)
(d) HERBAYIKIT-53#T (confirmatory factor analysis)
(e) TDAth,

@) N ZERIEH Y £
@) Zofth, UV—2r 3 a v AR LT ZEERNH Y £ L bREX SN,

HLiAZ - /MR R e-mail: rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp
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Access to the Conference Venue (Senshu University)

http:/Avww.senshu-u.ac.jp/univguide/profile/access.html
http:/Awwwi.senshu-u.ac.jp/english/campus/ikuta/campus.html - %5 2 0 51

2-chome-1-1, Higashi-Mita, Tama-ku, Kawasaki-shi, Kanagawa

=14 minutes’ walk from the south exit of the Mukogaoka-Yuen Station on the Odakyu Line.

=10 minutes by bus (for Senshu-daigaku-mae) from the north exit of the Mukogaoka-Yuen Station.

=35 minutes by bus (for Mukogaoka-Yuen) from Azamino Station on the Tokyu Den-en-toshi Line or the
Yokohama Municipal Subway line to Senshu Daigaku / Kawasaki Golf-jo Iriguchi Bus Stop or Senshu
Daigaku 120-nen Kinenkan-mae Bus Stop.

Senshu 4{Front Gate
Univ. ‘
Building
No.10
{l:gg;z;:: L “ Entrance
Building) 4 T
Pharmacy _ Univ
Convenience (Nor
Koban store A )\ Ground)
[ ]
A Kit n-T i
s:“':h A\ et & P vls
To Shinjuku x1 2 > -
— |
<« Mukogaoka-Yuen Station Odakyu Line e
Bus North Mﬂchida
Terminal Exit
lite
us
(2F)

A 1 VR T 22 BRI R = 2-1-1

4+ H
FrI8R | .

s

[kuta Campus ':Ohg
JR JR R
NEF IR BER
Q
AT [l B R ®
i o y
REST S IE BF : TR
L 2R
S ErE %’” AL AT

HEHB O BEE#E/O

Kanda Campus
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[ FOBREER (AR O X 0144 (10 BEEAD), dh, AED £,
) FEREER. (SRS dbn kv TEHERSER ] 1T7& SA TR 10 4y
—EHERT 120 FFUabREnT FH (FHE, 2450 10 Bii~X. hrpailio TSRS 57,)
Ay EEEER (NEARY dbo Xy <) 7 FERRSE] [HERE] FTE /XA TR 10 4y
—EMERTY 120 FFLaHRT N (TEE, 2350 10 SfE~T, oLzl TR 5 45,
a y RlERBER ChEASMR)  dkpXv ¥~ v —  1,000~1500 FIREE

BoXxv #2731 — 1300~1,800 [HFLAE
— HERS 120 £ (9 588 1MIEm £ K

I SHEFER CRAHERDTH - SiE i T80 L0 iy iy {T& S A THKI35 4y
— BHERT 120 Rl P (FHfR, 250 10 SE~NE, bl zilo> TESR S 9))

X ANADOEFTVTILL 200 TS
X Ay FLEEER D DS AAE T, 1RFFET2Y 6~9 KT,
I SHEFHDND DASZASIT, TN 720 3T,

5[] ElERIER & 3 SAEFERZ L F 0D/ N AT V) OIS S ZAREZINCES LTI,

BE KRR — D=V DA ¥ L SAANDT 7 A% TBIRL S,

BRHP by HmE (L) IBKGEEN) 27V v 7 — AHF v/ A~DT 77 A
http:/AMmww.senshu-u.ac.jp/univguide/campus_info/campus_info_index.html

<JFY DX 7 2 —E= MRS A Telephone number for taxi >
AE A% (Ikuta Kotsu) 044-955-5388
JIIRFAZE (Kawasaki Kotsu)  044-933-1118
RHMERT: 9 SAE 1 FEIER 2D 53R H,
(You can get on the taxi at the Front Gate, 1st floor, Building 9, Senshu University.)
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http://www.odakyubus.co.jp/cgi-bin/search/stopsearch.cgi�
http://www.odakyubus.co.jp/cgi-bin/search/stopsearch.cgi�
http://www.odakyubus.co.jp/cgi-bin/search/stopsearch.cgi?newdia=0&busstopcd=506&page_id=map&map_id=3�

Campus map

Senshu Daigaku mae
Bus Stop ,
( - 5enshu Daigaku |
* Hawasaki Golf-jo
U : _ Iriguchi Bus Stop

—i 1
Lk

Building 10:
JLTA conference
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Building 10 (2nd floor)

Rooms

10209

rooms

of Room
10204
Registration,
Commercial
exhibits,
Free drinks

10205 to

The 1st to 5th

Hall in front

ﬂz ] u;:%
¥ =
0205 ? Rooms 10214
e ) ®__ and 10215
el T T, ﬁ"—.’;_ﬂ_d' Committee
T~ meetings,
.

Headquarters

| Bw | o
_ 10201] 294
WE 10202| 294
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‘E:;:. i0210] 72
i % 1 - 0211| 72
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I Room 10213
& Lunch room for participants; Participants’ lounge
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Room 10202

Symposium, etc.
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Opening ceremony, Keynote speech,




ERHGEEBE® > BESVIER?

HE=DTAERIMTEERT M7

KL ke

Latent Rank Theory
BESVIBRBEINKTFIIT1ITTRE
ALEEAN?

Bettes—=FH—EX

askme(@e-learning-service.co.jp
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Commercial Exhibits (BREELZE)

BREet e F—=U P —EX

e Learning Service

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

FEEREAPE - FHiAFEs (VELC AFER)

Research Group for Visualizing English Language Competency

http:/mww.velctest.org/group/

Commercial exhibits are located at the hall in front of Room 10204. Please ask staff at the registration desk for
details.
10204 ZEERIAR—/UTRTRD D £3, 5 L IR TRBI|RITESNY,

We would like to acknowledge the generous financial support through the use of the Campus from Senshu
University to make the annual conference of the Japan Language Testing Association possible.
ey

5516 RIHASEET A MESREIAREOEIUZHT- 0 £ LT, FHERF LY | S50 MEER A
MWD T3 - T EBY £ LT, BUTH VL S TINE LT

The next year’s annual conference will be held in fall 2013, at the Waseda Campus of Waseda University in

Shinjuku, Tokyo. The conference schedule will be announced via the JLTA website as soon as the details become
available. We look forward to seeing you there.

2013 FEED HASFET A MERAEMZERAIE. 2013 (Fk 25) FRKIC BRI R ERRH % v o7 8
TIThINET, SRR E VRS, ILTA OFR—L_—TEHLHWELET, E9FITSNMoizy
LALLS BV LET,

AARSHET A N¥2 (JLTA) 5516 [A] (2012 4FE) REMFFTRETE T
Handbook of the 16th Annual Conference of the Japan Language Testing Association

FATH 1 20124F9 H 1 H

AT . ARSRET A M2 (ILTA)
SRR G (BIERERT)

FHR  T389-0813 FHPRTHITIA =758
TEL: 026-275-1964 FAX: 026-275-1970

E-mail: youichi@avis.ne.jp

TRte « EEMIERESSUTRES
Hial : () =4y« 7L A T380-0815 By IRy e 2152
TEL: 026-235-6236 FAX: 026-235-6258
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