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1 . Conference Schedule Overview

September 5, 2015 (Saturday)

13:00—17:00

Workshop 1 (Conducted in English)
“You’ve done your test—now what? First steps in test analysis” (Conducted in English)
Myles GROGAN (Kansai University)
Atsushi MIZUMOTO (Kansai University)
(Chuo University, Korakuen Campus, Building 6, Room 6401)

| 16:00—18:00 | Board Meeting

(Building 6, Room 6730)

September 6, 2015 (Sunday)

8:20— Registration (Building 5, Room 5334)
9:00—9:15 Opening Ceremony (Building 5, Room 5333)
9:15—10:30 Keynote Speech (Building 5, Room 5333)
10:30—11:00 | Invited Lecture (Building 5, Room 5333)
11:10—11:40 | Presentation |

11:45—12:15 | Presentation Il

12:15—13:45 | Lunch Break (JLTA Committee Meetings: Building 5, Room 5334)
13:45—14:15 | Presentation Il

14:20—14:50 | Presentation IV

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

15:25—15:45 | Break (Building 6, Room 6301)
15:45—17:15 | Symposium (Building 5, Room 5333)
17:20—17:40 | Closing Ceremony (Building 5, Room 5333)
17:40—18:00 | JLTA General Business Meeting (Building 5, Room 5333)
18:30—20:30 | Banquet (FOUGAU; 5-minute walk from Building 5)

Commercial Exhibits: Buildings 5 and 6, 3rd floor hallway
Lunch Room for Participants & Participants’ Lounges:

Headquarters:

Building 6, Room 6301 (Please use only this room for lunch)
(Free refreshments are available.)
Building 5, Room 5334

September 6, 2015 (Sunday)

11:10—15:10

Workshop 2
“How to develop tests that improve students’ English proficiency: Focus on validity and
reliability” (Conducted in Japanese)
Kiwamu KASAHARA (Hokkaido University of Education)
Rintaro SATO (Nara University of Education)
(Chuo University, Korakuen Campus, Building 6, Room 6401)

Program of the 19th JLTA Annual Conference

September 6, 2015 (Sunday)

8:20—

Registration (Building 5, Room 5334)
Conference Attendance Fee: JLTA Members: ¥1,000
Non-members: ¥3,000
(Graduate students: ¥1,000; undergraduate students: ¥0)




9:00—9:15 Opening Ceremony (Building 5, Room 5333)
Coordinator: Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu)
Greetings: Yoshinori WATANABE (JLTA President; Sophia University)

9:15—10:30 Keynote Speech (Building 5, Room 5333)
Coordinator: Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University)
Title: A Socio-Cognitive Approach to Assessing Speaking and Writing: GEPT Experience
Lecturer: Jessica R. W. WU (The Language Training and Testing Center, Taiwan)

10:30—11:00 Invited Lecture (Building 5, Room 5333)
Coordinator: Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University)
Title: Building Your Own Validity Argument
Lecturer: Carol A CHAPELLE (lowa State University)

11:10—12:15 Presentations | and 11
(Presentation: 20 minutes; Discussion: 10 minutes) (Building 6, Rooms 6302, 6309, 6310,
6317, 6318)

12:20—13:45 Lunch Break
Lunch Room for Participants: Building 6, Room 6301
JLTA Committee Meetings: Building 5, Room 5334

13:45—15:25 Presentations 111 and 1V and Institutional Member Presentations (V)
(Presentation: 20 minutes; Discussion: 10 minutes) (Building 6, Rooms 6302, 6309, 6310,
6317, 6318)

15:25—15:45 Break (Building 6, Room 6301)

15:45—17:15 Symposium (Building 5, Room 5333)
Theme: Toward the Introduction of Productive Skill Tests to University Entrance
Examinations
Coordinator & Panelist: Masashi NEGISHI (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies)
The Introduction of Four Skills Tests into University Entrance Exams in Japan:
Problems to be Solved
Panelist: Neil DRAVE (Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority)
Tests of Productive Skills in Hong Kong’s Diploma of Secondary Education
(HKDSE)
Panelist: Yan JIN (Shanghai Jiao Tong University)
How Standardized are Performance-Based Assessment of Productive Skills?
Discussant: Jessica R. W. WU (The Language Training and Testing Center, Taiwan)

17:20—17:40 Closing Ceremony (Building 5, Room 5333)
Coordinator: Yukie KOYAMA (Nagoya Institute of Technology)

17:40—18:00 JLTA General Business Meeting (Building 5, Room 5333)
Selection of the chair
Reporter: Rie KOIZUMI (JLTA Secretary General; Juntendo University)

18:30—20:30 Banquet (FOUGAU)
Coordinator: Hidetoshi SAITO (lbaraki University), Hideki IMURA (Prefectural
University of Kumamoto)
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Presentation Overview

Time | Pat Main (5333) Room 1 Room 2 Room 3 Room4 Room5 Room 6
(6302) (6309) (6310) (6317) (6318) (6401)
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*Invited Paper

Presentation Details
Room 5333
Keynote speech chair Yoshinori WATANABE (Sophia University)
Keynote speech summary Naoyuki NAGANUMA (Tokai University)
Sympaosium summary Kiwamu KASAHARA (Hokkaido University of Education)

Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
Keynote speech A Socio-Cognitive Approach to
Lecturer: Jessica R. W. WU (The Language Training and | Assessing Speaking and Writing:
Testing Center, Taiwan) GEPT Experience (p. 11)
Invited lecture Building Your Own Validity
Lecturer: Carol A CHAPELLE (lowa State University) Argument (p. 12)

-~ e

Symposium

Masashi NEGISHI (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies), Neil
DRAVE (Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority),
Jin  YAN (National College Entrance English Testing
Committee), and Jessica R. W. WU (The Language Training and
Testing Center, Taiwan)

Toward the Introduction of
Productive ~ Skill Tests to
University Entrance

Examinations (pp. 13-15)




Room 1 (6302

Chair  Partl Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu)
Part Il Emiko KANEKO (University of Aizu)
Part 1 Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)
Part IV Yasuyo SAWAKI (Waseda University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
Takaaki KUMAZAWA (Kanto Gakuin | Validity Argument for the EIKEN Can-Do
| University) Questionnaire Interpretations (p. 16)

Takanori SATO (Tamagawa University)

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

Use of TOEFL Scores to Fulfill College Exit
Requirement in Taiwan: A Validation Study (p. 17)

Jack BOWER (Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s
University & Macquarie University)

Initial Results from an Argument-Based Test Validation
of CEFR-Aligned Tests of Reading and Listening,
Focusing on the Development Phase of Validation

(p. 18)

Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University)
Yo IN'NAMI (Chuo University)

An Argument-Based Validation Framework of a Paired
Oral Test in University Classroom Contexts (p. 19)

v Makoto FUKAZAWA (University of the
Ryukyus)
v a5 (EREE S (CIEE) A | 54 5 ¢ o 75 —/L Criterion®?D ZH/
D) (p. 33)
Room 2 (6309
Chair  Part| ARHTE B aERT)
Part II AR CHRT R
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Part IV L PN NS )
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
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Room 3 (6310
Chair  Partl
Part I
Part 1l
Part IV

Korea)

Soo im LEE (Ryukoku University)

Ersin ATES (Anadolu University, Turkey)

Su Yon YIM (Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation)
Kyungja AHN (Seoul National University of Education, Seoul, South

Part Presenter (Affiliation)

Title (Page)

I | Ersin ATES (Anadolu University, Turkey)

Assessing Productive Skills: Challenges Faced by a
Novice English Lecturer (p. 24)

Su Yon YIM* (Korea Institute for Curriculum
and Evaluation)

Primary School Teachers’ Intention to Use Peer
Assessment in English Witing (p. 25)

Kyungja AHN* (Seoul National University of
Education, Seoul, South Korea)

The Teaching English in English Certification System
for Elementary and Secondary English Teachers in
South Korea (p. 26)

Moonyoung PARK (lowa State University &

A Task-Based Needs Analysis for Aviation English

University of Aizu) Assessment (p. 27)
- N . - TOEFL Junior Comprehensive~TOEFL iBT |ZE#&
Nitse — L e A a=h— . . —
v e 75 HRIE 4 BT 0 — AT
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*Invited Paper
Room 4 (6317
Chair  Partll Soo im LEE (Ryukoku University)
Part 11 Katsumasa SHIMADA (Momoyama Gakuin University)
Part IV Katsumasa SHIMADA (Momoyama Gakuin University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
|
S The Appropriateness of Utilizing the Word Family
1| Stuart MCLEAN (Kansai University) Unit With Japanese University Students (p. 28)
Trevor A. HOLSTER (Fukuoka University) .
Il J. W. LAKE (Fukuoka Jogakuin University) Guessing and the Rasch Model (p. 29)
- Avre Residuals Important When Comparing Yes-No
IV | Raymond STUBBE (Kyushu Sangyo University) Test Scoring Formulas? (p. 30)
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Room 5 (6318
Chair  Partl Tomoko FUJITA (Tokai University)
Part Il Tomoko FUJITA (Tokai University)
Part Presenter (Affiliation) Title (Page)
Initial Evidence on the Validity of the Assessment of
| Hidetoshi SAITO (Ibaraki University) the Junior High School Three-Person Discussion. (p.
31)
With versus Without: Comparing the Effects of L1
Il | Sachiyo TAKANAMI (Toyo University) Translation in Multiple-Choice Spelling Test Formats
(p.32)
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2. From the JLTA Office: Information for Conference Participants

To All Participants
+ Please use public transportation to come to the venue.
+ No smoking is permitted on campus.

Registration

1. The conference registration site is located at the lobby on the third floor of Building 5.

2. The conference attendance fee is ¥1,000 for members (including institutional members) and ¥3,000 for
non-members (¥1,000 for non-member graduate students and ¥0 for non-member undergraduate students).
If non-members apply for membership at the registration desk, the conference attendance fee will be ¥1,000.
The JLTA annual membership 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 ¥3,000. The banquet registration is conducted at the registration desk. The banquet will be
held at FOUGAU. (See the map on p. 43).

5. The conference handbook is available at the registration desk on the day of the conference and is not sent by

post in advance.

Lunch and Participants’ Lounge etc.

1. Please use Room 6301 on the 3rd floor of Building 6 for eating lunch as the Participants’ Lounges.
Complimentary refreshments are available in Room 6301.

2. Lunch can be purchased at a nearby Lawson convenience store (50 meters west of the campus gate) or
restaurants around Korakuen station (see the map on p. 43). On-campus cafeterias are closed on Sunday.

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 JLTA 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 (There
will be an audio terminal connector [for PC connection through a stereo mini plug] and a D-sub 15-pin cable
[for audio] in the presentation room. Mac users should bring their own Mini DisplayPort to VGA Adapter.

5. Wi-Fi Internet access is available.

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

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

IS2d



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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3. Abstracts (BRER)

Keynote Speech (Room5333) 9:15—10:30
A Socio-Cognitive Approach to Assessing Speaking and Writing: GEPT Experience

Jessica R. W. WU (The Language Training and Testing Center, Taiwan)
Jw@lttc.ntu.edu.tw

The General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) is a 5-level, criterion-referenced EFL testing system implemented
in Taiwan to assess the general English proficiency of EFL learners at all levels. The GEPT was designed as a
skills-based test battery assessing both receptive (listening and reading) and productive (speaking and writing)
skills. Since its first administration in 2000, the GEPT has been taken by more than 6.5 million learners, and has
become the largest-scale standardized English test in Taiwan. GEPT scores are widely used for education (e.g.,
university entrance and graduation benchmark) and employment purposes (e.g., qualifications for civil servants
and English language teachers). In the wake of the introduction of productive skills to the university entrance
examination system in Japan, this talk aims to share the GEPT experience. Several key issues about speaking and
writing tests will be presented in relation to the socio-cognitive framework for validation (Weir, 2005). A number
of examples about GEPT validation will be illustrated to demonstrate that both a priori and a posteriori validity
evidence are required to establish test quality. The talk also emphasizes the importance of facilitating
communication between test developers and teachers when introducing new assessment. Also, raising teachers’
assessment literacy is an effective step to allow stakeholders to cope collaboratively with the challenges of
developing students’ speaking and writing skills.

Bio

Jessica WU holds a PhD in Language Testing. She is currently Program Director of the R&D Office at the
Language Training and Testing Center (LTTC). She also teaches language testing courses in the PhD program of
the National Taiwan Normal University. She has been deeply involved in the research and development of the
General English Proficiency Test (GEPT), which targets English learners at all levels in Taiwan. She also serves
as an adviser to the government at a national level on the development of L1 tests. She has published numerous
articles and book chapters in the field of language testing and has presented her work at conferences around the
world. She is currently a member of the Executive Board of the Asian Association for Language Assessment
(AALA). Her current projects include promoting assessment literacy to test stakeholders, constructing language
assessment for specific academic purposes, and supporting the internationalization of secondary and high
education in collaboration with universities, educational organizations, and examination boards at both local and
international levels.
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Invited Lecture (Room5333) 10:30—11:00
Building Your Own Validity Argument

Carol A CHAPELLE (lowa State University)
carolc@iastate.edu

Argument-based validity has become important as a means of conceptualizing validation research and presenting
theoretical and empirical rationales for language test interpretation and use (Chapelle, Enright & Jamieson, 2008;
Chapelle, Chung, Hegelheimer, Pendar & Xu, 2010). Despite its demonstrated utility, language testers can find
argument-based validity somewhat difficult to apply to their own testing contexts. Much of what is written on this
topic is less accessible than one might hope, and examples of how to build a validity argument are few.
Moreover, the terms used in validity argumentation (e.g., generalization and explanation) are grounded in
traditions of educational measurement and used inconsistently across different sources relied upon in language
testing (Bachman, 2005; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Kane, 2006). My presentation will reveal how the modern
tools of argument-based validity can be used to create novel validity arguments for specific test interpretations and
uses. To do so, | will introduce the fundamental concepts (e.g., inference, claim and steps in an argument) and
provide examples of how these can vary depending on the intended interpretation and use of a language test. |
will outline the process of validity argument development beginning with an interpretation/use argument
consisting of what the tester would like to be able to claim about test interpretation and use (i.e., what the scores
mean and how they should be used). The interpretation/use argument provides the plan for undertaking particular
types of research. | will show how results of the research can serve as backing, or support, for claims in the
validity argument. Overall, my presentation will demonstrate validity argument as a means for language testers to
conceptualize the justification of test score interpretation and use rather than a template of research requirements
created by others.
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productive grammatical ability. Language Testing, 27(4), 443-469.

Kane, M. (2006). Validation. In R. Brennen, (Ed.), Educational Measurement (4th Edition), (pp 17-64). Westport,
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Bio

Carol A. CHAPELLE is Distinguished Professor of Liberal Arts and Sciences at lowa State University, where she
teaches primarily in the doctoral program in applied linguistics and technology. Her research has resulted in the
publication of ten books and over one hundred papers in journals and books. Professor Chapelle’s research into
technology for language assessment and learning has led her into many facets of applied linguistics including the
study of grammar and lexis, multimodal communication, and language ideology—an exploration that fostered
the conception of the field’s first comprehensive, ten-volume Encyclopedia of Applied Linguistics
(Wiley-Blackwell, 2013). In addition to editing the Encyclopedia, she is co-editor of the Cambridge Applied
Linguistics Series, she has served as editor of TESOL Quarterly (1999-2004), and she has served as president of
the American Association for Applied Linguistics (2006-2007). Her recent awards include the 2012 Lifetime
Achievement Award in Language Testing given by the University of Cambridge and the International Language
Testing Association, the 2012 Samuel J. Messick Memorial Lecture Award given by Educational Testing Service
in Princeton, New Jersey, as well as the 2015 Distinguished Scholarship and Service Award given by the
American Association for Applied Linguistics.
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Symposium (Room5333)  15:45—17:15

Toward the Introduction of Productive Skill Tests to University Entrance Examinations
(PEHERET A FORFARGANFNT )

Coordinator Masashi NEGISHI (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies)
Panelists Masashi NEGISHI (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies)
Neil DRAVE (Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment
Authority)
Yan JIN (Shanghai Jiao Tong University)
Discussant Jessica R. W. WU (The Language Training and Testing
Center, Taiwan)

Introduction
Coordinator: Masashi NEGISHI (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies)
negishi@tufs.ac.jp

The Japanese university entrance exam system is undergoing an unprecedented scale of reform. In the most
significant development since 1979, when the First-stage Joint Achievement Test was introduced, the Central
Council for Education has proposed to replace the current system, known as the National Center Test for
University Admissions, with a completely new test.

The reform is expected to have a great impact on English education, because the Ministry of Education,
Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) is planning to assess four skills using private-sector English
proficiency tests. Productive skills, especially speaking, have long been the neglected aspect of English proficiency
in Japan. If they are to be included in high-stakes tests, such as university entrance exams, it would exert a
beneficial impact not only on language classrooms but also on society at large. However, considering the sheer
number of the candidates for the National Center Test, the introduction of direct testing of productive skills will
present significant challenges in many respects. However, as Hughes (2002) argues, “we cannot afford not to
introduce a test with a powerful beneficial backwash effect.”” The question is how best to implement the new
system.

This symposium thus focuses on the challenges we are expected to encounter. Hopefully we find some
solutions by sharing the experiences of forerunners overseas. Negishi outlines the current English university
entrance exam reform in Japan, and discusses its foreseeable impact and difficulties we would have to overcome.
Drave will share experiences of Hong Kong’s school-leaving qualification called the HKEAA's Diploma of
Secondary Education (DSE), which includes speaking and writing components. Yan, who, in the past two and half
decades, has been working for the CET, a large-scale English language assessment for university students in China,
will elaborate on the assessment of productive skills (speaking, writing and, translation) in the CET.
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Symposium Paper 1: The Introduction of Four Skills Tests into University Entrance Exams in
Japan: Problems to be Solved

Masashi NEGISHI (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies)
negishi@tufs.ac.jp

The Central Council for Education announced plans to reform Japanese entrance examinations. As part of these
reforms, MEXT is planning to assess four skills using private-sector English proficiency tests, a development
expected to have a great impact on English Education in Japan. Previous research shows that there has been a
linguistic gap between entrance exams and the Course of Study or authorized textbooks. However, the real issue
is that we have not put due weight on the assessment of productive skills. Speaking in particular has long been
neglected in Japan, and it is believed that this lack of emphasis has resulted in poor productive skills among the
Japanese people.

The introduction of the four skills tests into university entrance exams might revolutionise the teaching and
learning of English in Japan. However, it should be noted that, under the current system, more than 500,000
candidates sit the English exam of the National Center Test for University Admissions. Considering this sheer
number of the candidates, the introduction of direct testing of productive skills will present many significant
challenges pertaining to administration and scoring. Although one might argue that machine delivery and scoring
will solve most of the problems, we cannot tell how people may react to these new technologies. In addition, it
will be necessary to develop a system to resolve inevitable technical issues. Arelated issue concerns the challenge
of constructing a conversion table for numerous English proficiency tests, given that diverse tests are developed
on different models.

Despite these challenges, it is the author’s sincere wish to find a way to carry through this unprecedented
reform.

Bio
Masashi NEGISHI is Professor at Tokyo University of Foreign Studies (TUFS), Japan. He received his PhD
from the University of Reading, UK. He has participated in a number of research projects, including national
education surveys. His current interests focus on the application of the Common European Framework of
Reference for languages (CEFR) to English language teaching in Japan and the analysis of criterial features
across the CEFR levels. He was on the Commission on the Development of Foreign Language Proficiency and is
at present a member of various committees on Foreign Language Education Policy at national and local level.
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Symposium Paper 2: Tests of Productive Skills in Hong Kong’s Diploma of Secondary Education
(HKDSE)

Neil DRAVE (Hong Kong Examinations and Assessment Authority)
ndrave@hkeaa.edu.hk

In 2012, Hong Kong introduced a new qualification for school leavers, the Diploma of Secondary Education
(HKDSE). The HKDSE employs standards-referenced reporting (SRR) of results, which means that candidates’
levels of performance are reported with reference to explicit standards. English Language is compulsory for all
candidates. This brief presentation summarises the tests of productive skills in HKDSE English Language,
focusing on Speaking.

Bio

Neil DRAVE is the Senior Manager responsible for English subjects at the Hong Kong Examinations and
Assessment Authority (HKEAA), which runs the city’s public examinations. Before joining the HKEAA, Neil
spent many years teaching English, Literature and American Studies at various Hong Kong universities.

Symposium Paper 3: How Standardized are Performance-Based Assessment of Productive
Skills?
Yan JIN (Shanghai Jiao Tong University)
yjin@sjtu.edu.cn

Comparable treatment of all test takers is an essential requirement of test fairness, especially in the case of
large-scale testing. To meet the requirement, standardized procedures are established for test construction,
administration and scoring. Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational
Research Association et al., 1999; 2014), for example, outlines a set of standardization procedures for test
development and use. Test standardization, however, poses great challenges for performance-based assessment of
productive skills, which is increasingly employed in language assessment to improve construct representation and
test washback. This presentation will briefly examine the level of standardization in the assessment of productive
skills, including writing, speaking and translation, in the College English Test (CET). The CET is a test for
learners of English at the tertiary level in China and has a candidature of about 18 million each year. First, I will
discuss the level of standardization in the implementation of the computer-based CET Spoken English Test.
Second, | will address the issue of task difficulty which is of particular relevance to the construction of
performance-based assessment tasks. Third, I will discuss the technical measures to ensure rater consistency in
rating performances on writing and translation. Finally, 1 will argue for the view that standardization of large-scale
performance-based assessment of productive skills is a necessary prerequisite of test validity.

Bio

Yan JIN is Professor at Shanghai Jiao Tong University, P. R. China. She is Chair of the National College English
Testing Committee of China. She has been involved in many research projects related to test design and
development and has published many articles in academic journals. She is co-editor-in-chief of Language Testing
in Asia and is also on the editorial board of international journals such as Language Testing, Classroom Discourse,
Asia TEFL and a number of Chinese journals such as Foreign Language Testing and Teaching, Foreign
Languages in China, Foreign Language World, Foreign Language Education in China, Contemporary Foreign
Languages Studies.
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Paper Session
Room 1 (6302) Part | (11:10—11:40)

Validity Argument for the EIKEN Can-do Questionnaire Interpretations

Takaaki KUMAZAWA (Kanto Gakuin University)
ktakaaki@kanto-gakuin.ac.jp
Takanori SATO (Tamagawa University)

In recent years, test-takers’ scores on proficiency tests are reported with statements about real-life tasks that they
may be able to accomplish at their English levels. The EIKEN can-do list (STEP, 2008) was developed to show
the link between test results and what learners are probably capable of doing in English with their proficiency. The
EIKEN test consists of seven grades, and test-takers select a test with an appropriate level and receive a certificate
if they pass the test. STEP (2008) suggests that the list can be used as a self-assessment material for learners and a
reference resource for test score users (e.g., companies) when interpreting the test result. Since the EIKEN test is
one of the popular proficiency tests in Japan and a strong driving force to learn English, this study investigates its
validity as a self-assessment material.

This study uses the argument-based validity framework to investigate the following research questions: (a) to what
extent do the can-do items work, (b) how well do the four-point rating scales function, and (c) to what extent is the
guestionnaire reliable and dependable, and (d) to what extent is the questionnaire unidimensional. The study
examines data elicited from a large-scale survey in which 2,590 junior high school students indicated the level of
their confidence of 16 EIKEN can-do items (Sato, 2010). These items consisted of four statements in Grades 5, 4,
3, and Pre-2, respectively, and the statements of each EIKEN grade were composed of the four skill areas. They
indicated their confidence levels using the four-point rating scale (1 = cannot at all, 2 = can barely do, 3 = can do,
and 4 = can do well).

This study analyzes the data of 1,740 students who provided responses to all the 16 items. Factor analysis is
conducted to examine the factor structure of the items. Additionally, the Rasch rating scale model (Andrich, 1978)
is used to investigate how the items and the four-point rating scale function as well as the reliability and
dimensionality. To estimate the uses of the questionnaire for making relative and absolute decisions, decision
studies are conducted.

The results show that the items are working and the rating scales are optimally functioning. The questionnaire is

highly reliable but not as dependable. The Rasch model reveals that it is unidimensional, and two factors are
extracted in the factor analysis. Ways to use the questionnaire for educational purposes are discussed.
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Room 1 (6302) Part Il (11:45—12:15)

Use of TOEFL Scores to Fulfill College Exit Requirement in Taiwan: A Validation Study

Tammy Huei-Lien HSU (Fu-Jen Catholic University, Taipei, Taiwan)
hhsu9Quiuc@gmail.com/ 089975@mail.fju.edu.tw

In view of the decline of English language proficiency amongst Taiwanese college students, the Ministry of
Education (MOE) of Taiwan has established English exit requirements which call for students to pass any English
language test with scores equivalent to at a minimum of B1 level of the CEFR. This study aims to collect
concurrent validity evidence of TOEFL score and to investigate the extent to which it can serve as an indicator of
students’ graduation readiness in Taiwan. The collected data included students’ final grades for the required
General English course and post-instruction TOEFL scores. The textbook for the General English course was
chosen intentionally with content and difficulty level mapped to the B1 level of the CEFR. It is hypothesized that
students who pass the General English course have a greater chance of obtaining a TOEFL score equivalent to at
least the CEFR B1 level.

Data was collected in a large northern university in Taiwan in spring 2014.  Fifty-seven students who enrolled in
the General English class focusing on speaking, listening and reading skills, took a pre- and post-instruction
TOEFL test. Both quantitative (i.e. correlation analysis, paired t-test) and qualitative (i.e. interview) methods were
included for data collection and analysis. Given several speaking tests were un-scorable due to poor voice quality,
the analysis only included scores of reading, listening and writing section to maximize the usable data. Two sets
of scores for each participant were created: 1) partial holistic score (i.e. excluding speaking scores), and 2) each
section score and the partial holistic score converted to the CEFR proficiency level. Both sets of data suggest
post-instruction TOEFL scores are not appropriate indicators of students’ readiness for graduation. There was little
association between students’ TOEFL scores and their final grades for the General English course(r =.295). This
was further substantiated by the percentage of students reaching the graduation threshold (i.e. B1 of the CEFR):
while 94.74% (N = 54) of the students passed the general English course, only 63.24% (N = 35) of students
reached the graduation threshold as measured by the TOEFL. In other words, by relying on the TOEFL score
alone, more than one third of participants in this study failed to satisfy the graduation requirement. Interview data
also indicated low face validity of the TOEFL test. Despite the constructs measured in the TOEFL and General
English course different, implications drawn from this study suggest a need for a test preparation course to
facilitate students fulfilling the graduation requirement, if test results will be used as a sole tool for evaluation.
Furthermore, implication for the broader impact of the MOE’s policy and needs for collecting context validity
evidence will be discussed.
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Room 1 (6302) Part 111 (13:45—14:15)

Initial Results from an Argument-Based Test Validation of CEFR-Aligned Tests of Reading and Listening,
Focusing on the Development Phase of Validation

Jack BOWER (Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University & Macquarie University)
jbower@h-bunkyo.ac.jp/ jack.bower@students.mg.edu.au

In-house tests of reading and listening ability intended to place students at levels A1-B1 of the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) are used at the Bunkyo English Communication
Center at Hiroshima Bunkyo Women’s University. These criterion-referenced tests, known as the Bunkyo
English Tests (BETS) are used for course and class placement. They are also intended as one of the measures for
student progress against CEFR-based curricula.

A validation study of the development and implementation of the BETs is being conducted using an
argument-based test validation framework. The argument based framework adopted draws on aspects of existing
frameworks, particularly Kane’s (2013) Interpretation and Use Argument (IUA), the expanded version of Kane’s
(2004) earlier argument-based framework applied by Chapelle, Enright and Jamieson (2008) for validation of the
TOEFL, and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) Assessment Use Argument. This validation study focuses on what
Kane calls the development phase of test validation in which the IJUA and the test are developed together, and as
evidence is gathered and analyzed, modifications are made to the test and to the IUA until a satisfactory
evidence-based alignment is achieved.

This presentation will firstly give a brief outline the components of the BET IUA. The IUA consists of the six
inferences elaborated in Chapelle, Enright and Jamieson’s framework, namely: domain description, evaluation,
generalization, explanation, extrapolation and utilization.

The main focus of this presentation will be an explanation of preliminary backing for several of the inferences in
the BET IUA. This backing includes evidence from Rasch analysis of the 2015 BETS, results of student and
teacher surveys including factor analysis, correlations with the Oxford Online Placement Test and the TOEIC,
and also correlations with student grades, and speaking test scores. In addition changes planned to test structure
and content of the 2016 iterations of the BETs based on an assessment of the preliminary backing evidence will
be summarized.

References

Bachman, L. & Palmer, A. (2010). Language assessment in practice: Developing language assessments and
justifying their use in the real world. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Chapelle, C. A., Enright, M. K., & Jamieson, J. (2008). Building a validity argument for the Test of English as a
Foreign Language. New York, NY: Routledge.

Kane, M. (2004). Certification testing as an illustration of argument-based validation. Measurement, 2(3),
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Room 1 (6302) Part 1V (14:20—14:50)

An Argument-Based Validation Framework of a Paired Oral test in University Classroom Contexts

Rie KOIZUMI (Juntendo University)
rkoizumi@juntendo.ac.jp

Yo IN°'NAMI (Chuo University)

Makoto FUKAZAWA (University of the Ryukyus)

In this presentation, we propose an argument-based validation framework to be adopted for a paired oral test in
university classroom contexts. An argument-based approach to validation is being increasingly employed in the
field of second language assessment (Chapelle & Moss, 2013). We use the validation framework proposed by
Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson (2008), which specifies the Domain definition, Evaluation, Generalization,
Explanation, Extrapolation, and Utilization inferences to argue for the validity of interpretations and uses based on
test scores. Each inference has a warrant and some assumptions to be supported by evidence and questioned by
rebuttals. The types and the number of inferences, warrants, and assumptions vary across test contexts; thus, test
developers/users need to specify their own framework.

Our paired oral test requires two students to interact with each other following a task card that specifies a
discussion topic or roles to play. Previous research suggests that paired oral tests can elicit a variety of oral
functions and natural, co-constructed discourses (e.g., Galaczi & ffrench, 2011). It is also expected, but as yet
untested, that they can generate positive washback on teaching and learning since they can be associated with pair
activities in classrooms and are relatively easy to administer. We have conducted two studies, and obtained
generally positive evidence. Our first study involved examining rater and task reliability, rating scale properties, a
factor structure of the test, and a relationship between paired oral scores and English proficiency. Our second
study involved increasing the number of paired oral tasks and examining their quality to make a task pool scaled
on a single dimension in order to improve the task relevancy and representativeness of the intended construct. \We
relate the results—both positive and negative ones—in the argument-based framework and clarify future
directions to strengthen the validity argument. For example, whether the test facilitates students” learning process
is an important assumption in the Utilization inference, which needs to be examined empirically using, for
instance, questionnaires and students’ behavioral records. Another assumption to be tested could be whether the
test can actually elicit a wide range of intended speech functions, using checklists developed by O’Sullivan, Weir,
and Saville (2002), which can be located in the Explanation inference. The strengthening of validity argument by
systematically collecting required evidence would help clarify the features of paired orals, thereby facilitating
their use by providing a viable option in an in-class speaking assessment.
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Room 2 (6309) Part 1l (11:10—11:40)
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wakanaonozuka@gmail.com
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(Eds.), Differential item functioning (pp. 3-23). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum Associates.
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Ross, S. J., & Okabe, J. (2006). The subjective and objective interface of bias detection on language tests.
International Journal of Testing, 6, 229-253.
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Room 2 (6309) Part 1l (11:45—12:15)

T A MERDOFSEIZ X A HERE FEE O & R
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negishi-j@tsurumi-u.ac.jp
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Room 2 (6309) Part 11l (13:45—14:15)

CEFR ##lA v°—F L JFHliN—7"Y v 7 KUOSHEiZ A 7 DFEBLIZ & 5 & Z DEhERDOKREE

REEE GRERD
n.naganuma@tokai-u.jp
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Room 2 (6309) Part 1V (14:20—14:50)

B1EISHEEE S 0T 7 LUl v — MERDES
EH ¥ GHERT)

tfujita.tomtom@gmail.com
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Room 3 (6310) Partl (11:10—11:40)

Assessing Productive Skills: Challenges Faced by a Novice English Lecturer

Ersin ATES (Anadolu University, Turkey)
er.ates26@gmail.com

Testing and assessment are the core components that help monitor learner’s progress in any educational setting,
on which both teachers and students place great importance as well as parents because it determines failure and
success in many cases. In English language learning / teaching process, testing and assessment are basically
realized via a number of tools such as quizzes, assignments, midterm and final exams. Therefore, English
Language Teacher Education programs at universities offer some testing and assessment courses to teacher
candidates to provide them a background in terms of testing theories, assessment tools and item types. However,
it is a matter of question whether these courses really make a teacher candidate ready to prepare tests. The aim of
this study is to share the experiences of a novice teacher as a testing unit member in the School of Foreign
Languages in a Turkish state university. Having a novice teacher and a novice testing unit member participate in a
number of workshops, which are aimed to provide information and hands on experience about how to write items,
the qualities of a good item, writing open-ended questions and so on may not be enough to fully accommodate
him with all the qualities and experience a testing unit member should have. What’s more, expecting him to
prepare exams to test productive skills, i.e. writing and speaking may be far too demanding. This study will help
you see the test preparation process, especially tests for productive skills, and the challenges from a novice
teacher’s perspective, which will eventually provide insights into the hardship of the job as well as a platform to
discuss hot to overcome the difficulties.
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Room 3 (6310) Part 1l (11:45—12:15)

Invited Paper
Primary School Teachers’ Intention to Use Peer Assessment in English Writing

Su Yon YIM (Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation)
edulsyy@kice.re.kr

The relationship between assessment and learning has been key concern among researchers. Traditionally, the
relation between the two was rather linear; Assessment has been used mainly to measure what students had
learned at the end of the learning unit (assessment of learning). In situations where assessment of learning is
practiced, students are rather passive in the assessment process. However, the current view on assessment
highlights the supportive role of assessment for learning (assessment for learning). In this view, assessment occurs
during the learning process and students take active role in the assessment process. The Ministry of Education in
Korea encourages teachers to adopt the concept of assessment for learning in classrooms so that students become
more autonomous in their learning. Peer assessment is one of the methods which embody the concept of
assessment for learning since it provides students with opportunities to be active in the assessment process and
receive feedback while they are learning. In fact, the examination of national textbooks reveals that assessment is
viewed as part of learning to facilitate the learning process.

The current study investigates primary school teachers’ intention to use peer assessment for low-achieving
students. A total of 63 primary school teachers (62 females and 1 male) in Korea responded to the questionnaire
which was constructed based on the theory of planned behaviour (TPB). Seven—point Likert scale was used from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Results show that Korean primary school teachers in average intended
to use peer assessment for teaching writing in English class (M = 4.02, SD = 1.33). The analysis of open-ended
questions shows that many teachers consider students’ level of English as the main constraint to prevent
implementation of peer assessment in English writing. The result suggests that teachers’ belief about fixed ability
needs to be addressed so as to implement peer assessment effectively.
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Room 3 (6310) Part 11l (13:45—14:15)

Invited Paper
The Teaching English in English Certification System for Elementary and Secondary English Teachers in
South Korea

Kyungja AHN (Seoul National University of Education, Seoul, South Korea)
kjahn@snue.ac.kr

This presentation aims to provide an overview of the Teaching English in English (TEE) certification system for
elementary and secondary English teachers in South Korea. The TEE certification system was adopted in 2009
with a focus on evaluating and developing English teachers’ skills in using English for classroom communication.
The system is comprised of two levels: TEE-Ace and TEE-Master specifically in Seoul Metropolitan Office of
Education, whose names are different in other Metropolitan and Provincial Offices of Education.

This talk first reviews English educational reform policies and other complex educational, social, and cultural
contexts that impact English education and teacher education in South Korea. Since the Korean Ministry of
Education announced the Communicative Language Teaching-based curricular reforms in the mid-1990s, there
has been a consistent call for improving English teachers’ linguistic and pedagogical competence. The TEE
certification system was adopted to set publicly-available standards for teachers’ skills in TEE and to improve
students’ English communicative competence through English teachers’ development in TEE.

The second topic that this presentation focuses on is the qualifications of the TEE-Ace and Master candidates as
well as the assessment process they go through to obtain each level. While becoming TEE-Ace certified includes
an evaluation of the applicant’s English lesson, becoming TEE-Master certified includes evaluation of the
applicant’s portfolio and an interview.

Third, this presentation reviews the rubrics for assessing the two levels. The Ace rubric is used for evaluating
English lessons taught in English focusing on each teacher’s instructional skills (70%) and English
communication skills (30%). The first domain is comprised of opening, lesson objectives, activities and tasks, and
closing of the lesson as well as overall lesson procedures. The second domain consists of the teacher’s accurate
and fluent English use and appropriate English use for the students’ proficiency level. For the TEE-Master level,
the rubric examines the teacher’s instructional skills and English proficiency as well as English education
experiences and qualifications as a TEE-Master teacher.

Lastly, this talk discusses the results of implementing the TEE certification system such as the pass rate of the
evaluation and the number of certified TEE-Ace and TEE-Master teachers. Furthermore, English teachers’
perceptions of the system are discussed based on related studies and research reports. The effects of the system are
also examined from the perspectives of English teachers and students. Suggestions and prospects regarding the
TEE certification system are further examined.
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Room 3 (6310) Part 1V (14:20—14:50)

ATask-Based Needs Analysis for Aviation English Assessment

Moonyoung PARK (lowa State University & University of Aizu)
mypark@u-aizu.ac.jp

In response to growing concerns over aviation safety due to the limited command of aviation English by
non-native English speaking practitioners, this study investigated air traffic controllers’ real-world tasks in
radiotelephony communication with pilots to inform the future development of pedagogic tasks and task typology
for aviation English teaching and learning. For this research, a task-based needs analysis (Long & Norris, 2000;
Norris, Brown, Hudson, & Yoshioka, 1998) was utilized to explore the target aviation English tasks, task topics,
and task typology in the target language use (TLU) situation, including perceived importance and analyzed
difficulty of the tasks. The data included initial semi-structured interviews with two expert military air traffic
controllers followed by an online task-based needs analysis conducted with 81 non-native English speaking air
traffic controllers in a military aviation context in the Republic of Korea. Through the interviews and surveys, the
researcher identified authentic aviation English tasks according to the four language skills (reading, listening,
speaking, and writing) and task topics in the TLU situation. Among 275 target tasks revealed in the survey, a large
number of target tasks overlapped and could be integrated into 40 target tasks over the four language skills. The
identified target tasks were further investigated with the numeric value of perceived importance and difficulty
according to the four language skills. The analysis of 275 target tasks could also result in the identification of 14
task topics and specific language skills involved with each topic. Based on the identified tasks, the researcher
created an aviation English task typology to provide an initial authentic and sound resource for the future
development of aviation English tasks, lesson plans, and curricula.
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Room 4 (6317) Part1l (11:45—12:15)

The Appropriateness of Utilizing the Word Family Unit With Japanese University Students

Stuart MCLEAN (Kansai University)
stuart93@me.com

The choice of the lexical unit, that is, what inflectional and derivational forms are included with a word’s base
form, has major ramifications on the validity of corpora derived wordlists, wordlist based vocabulary tests, and
research that utilizes either of these. The research paradigms of incidental learning, and the explicit vocabulary
learning of high frequency vocabulary are based on the assumption that once the base word or even a derived
word is known, the recognition of other members of the family requires little or no extra effort. Gardner (2007),
however, states that if this assumption is incorrect it bears upon the validity of these two research paradigms, and
countless numbers of vocabulary studies. Thus, the validity of different lexical units to the different constructs of
productive and receptive lexical knowledge were directly and comprehensively investigated. Participants (N =
286) completed a bilingual vocabulary levels instrument and two 102-item instruments measuring students’
productive and then receptive knowledge of inflectional and derivational forms of 12 target words. Uniquely, this
study includes forms of target words which include not only one (e.g. development) affix but multiple affixes (e.g.
standardization, decentralize) from levels 2 to 6 of Nation and Bauer’s (1993) affix classification. This research
utilizes form and meaning recall, thus avoiding limitations of previous studies which have utilized monolingual
and or multiple choice instruments. Data from the inflected and derived form items were included in analysis only
if participants first demonstrated knowledge of the base form of the word. Reliability of data collected from each
of the three instruments was > .90. In line with previous research, participants’ receptive knowledge of affixes
was greater than productive knowledge, and mean affix knowledge positively correlated with vocabulary
knowledge. Participants’ productive and receptive knowledge of inflectional forms, and -er and re- derived forms
was almost complete. However, participants’ receptive and productive knowledge of all word family derivational
forms was incomplete, the combination of affixes was particularly problematic for participants, and the majority
of participants failed to demonstrate receptive knowledge of derivational forms including -ized, -ization, and
-ibility, and limited knowledge of derivational forms including -able, -ance and -ment. These findings question
the appropriateness of the word family with Japanese university students. This questions the validity of inferences
made following investigations which directly or indirectly utilized the word family unit with Japanese participants,
and it is argued, native speakers of other languages also.
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Room 4 (6317) Part 111 (13:45—14:15)

Guessing and the Rasch Model

Trevor A. HOLSTER (Fukuoka University)
trevholster@gmail.com
J. W. LAKE (Fukuoka Jogakuin University)

The invariant measurement provided by the Rasch model allows the mapping of person ability to item difficulty,
such as in Beglar’s (2010) investigation of the Vocabulary Size Test (VST). However, Stewart (2014, p. 279)
criticized Beglar’s use of the Rasch model because “guessing does interfere with direct inferences made between
the raw scores on such tests and true L2 vocabulary size”, noted that Rasch analysis of random numbers showed
good fit statistics, and suggested the use of 3-parameter IRT (3PLIRT) was needed to investigate guessing.

This study investigated two research questions concerning multiple-choice vocabulary tests: whether Rasch
analysis can identify problematic patterns of random guessing, and whether lucky guessing interferes with the
direct mapping of raw scores to logit measures of person ability and item difficulty. RQ1 was investigated by
comparing the fit statistics, reliability coefficients, and dimensionality of a random dataset, a real dataset, and a
combined dataset. RQ2 was investigated by comparing patterns of changed responses between a pre-test and a
post-test. Study 1 sampled 250 female Japanese university students and 250 randomly generated response sets.
Study 2 sampled 323 Japanese university students.

Study 1 found that random response sets caused serious data-model misfit, making large-scale random guessing
easily detectable. Study 2 showed that correction for lucky guessing resulted in a linear rescaling of both raw
scores and logit measures, posing no threat to the direct mapping of raw scores to logit measures. Random
guessing did not pose a major threat to interpretation of scores under the Rasch model, but criterion referencing is
problematic under 3PLIRT (Chiu & Camilli, 2013). This study empirically demonstrated that random guessing
does not invalidate Rasch analysis of thoughtfully developed selected response (i.e. multiple-choice) tests. Rasch
fit statistics allowed diagnosis of unexpected response patterns such as random guessing.

From the perspective of measurement, serious misfit is problematic because it indicates distortion of the
measurement scale, the Rasch model allows us to identify which responses are misfitting the overall pattern in the
data, providing diagnostic analysis such as Engelhard’s (2009) investigation of students with disabilities. For
classroom level diagnosis, Winsteps provides “Kidmap” results for individual students. One possibility for future
studies would be to explore the diagnostic uses of Kidmaps.

This research was supported by grant-in-aid for scientific research from the Japan Society for the Promotion of

Science and the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) (Kakenhi
grant #25370643).
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Room 4 (6317) Part 1V (14:20—14:50)

Avre Residuals Important When Comparing Yes-No Test Scoring Formulas?

Raymond STUBBE (Kyushu Sangyo University)
raymondstubbe@gmail.com

Yes-no tests are notorious for containing lexical over-estimation, where test-takers signal knowledge of items
which they do not know a correct meaning for (Anderson & Freebody, 1983; Meara & Buxton, 1987; Eyckmans,
2004; and others). To account for this over-estimation weakness a number of yes-no test scoring formulas have
been developed. A number of studies have been performed comparing these various scoring formulae
(Huibregtse, Admiraal & Meara, 2002; Eyckmans, 2004; Mochida & Harrington, 2006; Pellicer-Sanchez &
Schmitt, 2012; Stubbe, 2012). Huibregtse, Admiraal & Meara (2002), comparing h-f, cfg *m and Isdt, found that
Isdt was the best formula. Mochida & Harrington (2006) and Stubbe (2012) compared the same four formulae
and reported that Isdt was the best scoring formula, based on correlations with the multiple-choice (MC) criterion
measure also used in those studies as well as the closeness of the scoring formula mean with the MC mean.
Eyckmans (2004), however, found that cfg was the best scoring formula, when a translation test (L2 to L1) was
used as the criterion measure.

Although closeness of the means and correlations with the criterion measure can be informative, a better approach
may be to analyze the residuals, which are the differences between each adjusted yes-no score and the matching
criterion measure score, on a student by student basis. The purpose of the present study is to compare the four
above scoring formulae to determine whether or not residuals are also important when evaluating yes-no scoring
formulae.

Low-level Japanese university students enrolled in compulsory English classes (n = 455) took a yes-no test of 96
real words and 32 pseudowords, followed by an L2 to L1 translation test of the same 96 real words. The four
adjusting formulae, h-f, cfg, *m and Isdt, were first calculated and then compared. Looking solely at closeness of
the means to the translation test, it appears as if cfg is the best formula as it had the smallest difference with the
translation test mean (6.35 words), whereas the next closest difference was h-f (15.23 words). However, the
correlations with the translation test were much lower for cfg compared to h-f (739 versus .833, respectively).
From these two analyses it is difficult to determine the better formula. Once residuals were calculated (20.38 and
17.90 words, respectively), it became obvious that h-f was the superior scoring formula. Thus it was concluded
that residuals are important when comparing yes-no test scoring formulas.
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Room 5 (6318) Part 1 (11:10—11:40)

Initial Evidence on the Validity of the Assessment of the Junior High School Three-Person Discussion

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

This paper examines evidence concerning the validity of the new assessment of a three-person discussion that is
used in the Interactive English Forum (IEF) in Ibaraki prefecture—a discussion contest among junior high school
students.

The initial driving force behind this contest—and its assessment—was to transform what were then grammar
centered classrooms into more communicative ones. Teachers were encouraged to help students, with sufficient
English ability, to enter the contest.

The original rating scale, which had been used over a decade, was intuitively constructed and lacked descriptors.
Previous studies identified several problems in the original IEF assessment such as disordering of scale, nonuse of
categories, and user dissatisfaction.

This paper discusses four pieces of evidence about the validity of the newly developed IEF assessment:

content evidence,

internal evidence,

criterion-related evidence, and

consequential evidence.
Central in the content evidence were the identification of the level of description by primary users (i.e., the
teachers), and category borders were determined by the combination of examining descriptor content and Rasch
measures. Trained raters used the new assessment for the 2014 contest. The data obtained during this contest
provided internal evidence that no items or raters were misfits. The three items in the assessment, however, were
still found to be inadequate to cover the full range of person abilities, resulting in low Rasch reliabilities for
Second (n = 36), and Third Year (n = 36), Students’ Sections but not for the B Section (n = 44) — the free entry
section with participants of the widest ability range. For criterion-related evidence, 26 students in the Second Year
Section volunteered to participate in the TSST (a monologue-based telephone speaking test), and the correlation
between TSST scores and the new IEF assessment, r = .58, further supports the validity of the new assessment.
For consequential evidence, questionnaire responses from trained raters of the 2014 prefectural contest were
compared with those from raters of the 2012 prefectural contest. A positive shift in the responses from the two
rater groups indicates the increased usefulness of the new version. Junior high school teachers also responded to
another questionnaire of the utility of the new assessment, which also generated positive reactions. Developing
and using the new assessment thus benefits both the teachers and students across the prefecture.

This paper discusses directions for gathering further evidence to support or to prompt a revision of the new
assessment.
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Room 5 (6318) Part 11 (11:45—12:15)

With versus Without: Comparing the Effects of L1 Translation in Multiple-Choice Spelling Test Formaits

Sachiyo TAKANAMI (Toyo University)
sachiyotakanami@gmail.com

Spelling knowledge is not just the ability to write correctly spelled words. In English speaking countries, writing
with correct spelling is a reflection of good education. However, in countries where English is a foreign language
(EFL), expectations regarding correct spelling of English words may be quite different.

The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of L1 (Japanese) translation in a multiple-choice (MC) spelling
test. Multiple choice spelling tests are one of ten types of spelling tests that include six recall tasks and four
recognition tasks. Among test formats, those using recall tasks were found to be effective in evaluating learners’
spelling ability. However, some test formats using recognition tasks seemed too easy for the learners. Only MC
spelling tests were difficult enough to discriminate between learners according to their spelling ability. In previous
studies, MC spelling tests did not include L1 translation (or definitions of the target words), because the studies
targeted native speakers of English. However, the effects of adding L1 (Japanese) translation in an MC spelling
test needed to be examined. Thus, this study is a follow-up study of MC spelling tests. The distractors were
derived from the results of previous spelling tests. The following are the examples of the two test formats: (a)
without L1 translation (e.g., alredy, already, arleady, allready), and (b) with L1 translation (e.g., (3 TIZ]
alredy, already, arleady, allready).

A total of 33 words were included in the two test formats. The participants were non-English majors who had
taken various types of spelling tests before the study (N = 20). The participants were divided into two groups
based on their estimated vocabulary size (i.e., upper and lower). In order to compare the test scores from the two
test formats (With or Without L1 translation), two-way mixed ANOVA was conducted (Group x Test Formats).
The result showed that there was no significant interaction, nor main effect of each factor. Added to this, the
correlation between the two tests was quite low. However, the results of the item analysis (using Classical ltem
and Test Analysis Spreadsheet or CITAS) showed some intriguing results. Although, the reliabilities of two tests
were not so high, the With format of the MC spelling test showed slightly more sufficient results compared to the
Without test format. Moreover, seeing the results, not all the items in the MC spelling test needed to be deleted.
However, due to the restricted number of participants and test items, the results of this study only succeeded in
showing some examples. Further study is needed to develop more appropriate test formats for MC spelling tests.
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4. Workshop Information (7—72 3= v 7 1E#)
Workshopl (V—27 3 v/ 1)

Title: “You’ve done your test—now what? First steps in test analysis™
(Conducted in English)
Lecturer: Myles GROGAN (Kansai University)

Atsushi MIZUMOTO (Kansai University)
Chair: Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)

Date: September 5, 2015 (Saturday), 13:00—17:00

Venue: Chuo University, Korakuen Campus (Room 6401 in Building 6)

Attendance Fee: 1,000 yen

Max Capacity: 48 (first-come, first-served basis)

Prerequisite: Familiarity with MS Excel or a similar spreadsheet is helpful, but not required. Participants will receive data
sets taken from tests with single-point test items (discrete items), and will work through examples using Excel and some
online tools. Participants may wish to bring data sets of their own in a spreadsheet format, and this may be beneficial for
participants. The goal of the course is to look at nom+-referenced tests in general.

Aim

1.To understand basics of Classical Test Theory, and introduce some alternatives such as IRT.
2.To get hands-on experience calculating reliability indices such as Cronbach Alpha or the Standard Error of

Measurement.

3.To gain a foundation in testing approaches, enabling the discussion of tests and test design for teaching and for

F e UrWDdDEF @

N

syllabus design.

Procedure

Lecture 1: Getting data - Basic tips and tricks

Hands-on workshop 1: Reliability

Hands-on workshop 2: Looking at test items (Item Facility and Discrimination)
Hands-on workshop 3: Reliability measures and other calculations

Lecture 2: Alternatives to Classical Test Theory (particularly IRT)

How to register

The deadline of the registration is Saturday, August 29. (Note: If the workshop does not reach the maximum
capacity, the registration on the day of the workshop conducted is allowed.)

When you register, please provide the information below and email it to Mr. Yuichiro YOKOUCHI
(University of Aizu) at ul6yoko@gmail.com [Note: If you write your questions in (5) below, the lecturers
may be able to answer them during the workshop.]
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Let us know the following information when you register the workshop.
(1) Your name, affiliation, and email address.
(2) What kind of tests do you usually use (classroom tests, coursebook test, placement tests)?

() What kind of reflection do P/OU usually do with your grades or test results? (Check individual student
performance, discuss with colleagues, check items? etc.)

(4) How do you hope to use your knowledge of testing in the future?
(5) Questions to the lectures, if you have. (Optional)
(6) Request to this workshop, or JLTA workshops in general. (Optional)
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Workshop 2

Title: “How to develop tests that improve students’ English proficiency: Focus on
validity and reliability” (Conducted in Japanese)

Lecturers: Kiwamu KASAHARA (Hokkaido University of
Education)
Rintaro SATO (Nara University of Education)
Chair:  Akiyo HIRAI (University of Tsukuba)

Date: September 6, 2015 (Saturday), 11:10—15:10 (including lunchtime from 12:00-13:00)

\Venue: Chuo University, Korakuen Campus (Room 6401 in Building 6)

Attendance Fee: 1,000 yen

Max Capacity: 48 (first-come, first-served basis)

Prerequisite: Junior or senior high school teachers who want to improve the quality of the term tests to measure
students’ commutative abilities and those who want to improve students’ English proficiencies through the term tests.
No knowledge on testing theories is required. Participants are required to bring the term test they made or used in their
schools.

Y V V V

Aim

To understand basic principles in creating tests.

To consider how teachers should measure students’ communicative abilities in English.
To survey and analyse a various types of question formats.

To make tests and have a discussion on them.

> w e e

Procedure

Lecture (e.g., theories of testing)

Discussion (e.g., analysis of the tests made by university students)
Practice (e.g., creating a test)

w NN e

How to register

1. The deadline of the registration is Saturday, August 29. (Note: If the workshop does not reach the maximum
capacity, the registration on the day of the workshop conducted is allowed.)

2. When you register, please provide the information below and email it to Mr. Yuichiro YOKOUCHI (University of

Aizu) at ul6yoko@gmail.com [Note: If you write your questions in (5) below, the lecturers may be able to answer

them during the workshop.]
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Let us know the following information when you register the workshop.
(1) Your name, affiliation, and email address.
(2) Have you ever learned about the theories in testing?
Never alitle  some alot
(3) What difficulty do you find in making the term test?
(4) Questions to the lectures, if you have. (Optional)
(5) Request to this workshop, or JLTA workshops in general. (Optional)
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5. Access to the Conference Venue (Chuo University Korakuen Campus)

Address (£EF) : 1-13-27 Kasuga, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 112-8551, Japan (T 112-8551 HLFCHlSCHIXAH
1-13-27)

For visitors from overseas

NARITA AIRPORT

HANEDA AIRPORT

Tama Campus ~

Ichigaya Campus

IchigayaTamachi Campus  -—--—-—

<Eorakuen Campus """
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Access from Intemnational Airports (fares as of June 2013)

Haneda Airport Marita Airport
= = - =)
Tokyo Monorail Airport Limousine Bus Airport Limousine Bus Marita Express
(approx.20min/ ¥ 490) (approx.40min/¥930) (approx.125min/ ¥ 3100) (approx.60min/ ¥ 3020)
Hamamatsucho

JR Yamanote Line/f

Keihin-Tohoku Line
(approx.5min/ ¥ 160)

Tokyo

5

Marunouchi Subway Line
(approx.9min/ ¥ 170)

Korakuen Ex

)

(approx.5min)

Korakuen Campus
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Korakuen Campus
Bank of Tokyc-Mitsubishi UFJ.

Oedo Subway Line I
Kasuga Station

Marunouchi Subway Line

Tomizakaue
(Exit Station)

T Takashimadaira

& Bunkyo City Office

KorakuenStation

—lkebukuro

®| 30ua Korakuen

Amusement Park Mita

Subway Line

Tokyo Dome City
® Prism Hall

oTokyo Dome Hotel

|
Suidobashi Station

Hibiya |

Koishikawa Korakuen

Suidobashi

Blue Building ® | Station

Yellow Byllding @ |

<Shinjuku Police Boxe

Closest Stations to the conference venue

5-minute walk from Korakuen Station on the Marunouchi and Namboku Subway Lines
7-minute walk from Kasuga Station on the Oedo and Mita Subway Lines

12-minute walk from Suidobashi Station on the JR Sobu Line

17-minute walk from lidabashi Station on the JR Sobu Line

For visitors from within Japan (EIN2> 5 DENE D5 %)
Please see the above map from Korakuen station or the one below in Japanese. ( EFRO#X S U< IZLLTF A Z
BEENY,)
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Convenience store and banquet place

o FAAYEL I3
BN 4

T Sy,

o EETBESREL)
D=1 AR AT &)

& 0=V IR&EE—TH PARKHABIO/NE | 8545 /
= P . P SODAPLAZA |
P orENIE S U FAA LINE B o (
X
Global Kids e |
Kasuga Garden @ w8 e |
u — U i FAINNTERRE
e o—/\F v XEEE TREEFS @) ¢
REB2EN|
NoA ] =
. = 2
R -
Daisan| hior gl sl g} | BFETL
High S | Saiganji & %
R b BRFREGEA) Koishikawadai Shrine -
X 2 = 1 INBKHE Saizeriya Bunkyo o
RERIILPIV NG Kuyakushomae , 3
. H Ht )b s 1 s
% XIS & -
£ RS A FORECITY il
0@0
Josenin & 960 - i h—}’_'—:_lokyovh
e BRBE 0 Y BRR . | 2xl) = (
NHX $= £
PR AR o=
PR ER i
A & an = L EREAGT S Kasuga
e 2T 3 e
= = Korak —
PR A o ]
e > ! 3 p =
e Metropolitan Police % Chuo Universﬁfoogk X 7 = o Bt
N =i — _E?.I.gg ﬁol-“i"A_. @ -\;\(\e B2015 Gannla 7FNRIN Tarma Privany mans annala fn in SOmL____
Lawson You are here. Restaurants around
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Campus map

Korakuen Cam
© Building No. 1 (research rooms, laboratories, Health Center, Student Life Section, Orakue Ca pus

Student Counseling Room, Student Club Association)
© Building No. 2 (research rooms, laboratories)
© Building No. 3 (research rooms, laboratories, cafeterias, IT Center, Career Design Support Center Office,
Office of the Chuo Graduate School of Strategic Management)
© Building No. 4 (clubs and circles)
© Building No. 5 (research rooms, laboratories, arena, co-op, cafeterias, classrooms)
0 Building No. 6 (research rooms, laboratories, Faculty Office, classrooms, library)
© Multipurpose courts
© Building No. 8 (Chuo University High School at Bunkyo)
© Laboratory Building

@ Main Gate
MG <Registration>
Building 5, Room 5334
<Keynote speech, etc.>
Building 5, Room 5333
<Workshops on Saturday and
Sunday>
Building 6, Room 6401
<Presentations>
Building 6, Room 6302 to 6318
Floor Plan

Building 5, 3rd floor (5 S4E 3F) 5333

Opening Ceremony
3 WC Plenary Speech
— 5335 5333 3 Invited Lepture
== Symposium
Closing Ceremony
JLTA Business Meeting
u
5336 5334
A1
L To the Building 6 Hallway (3 FJER
—— y (3 F&ER T)
Registration ~ Committee Meeting Exhibits/ A Bow
Headquarters
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Building 6, 3rd floor (6 B4E 3F)

k1.

To Building 5

-

6302, 6309, 6310, 6317,

Building 6, 4th floor (6 ‘B4E 4F)

AR

45

6301
6325 | 6317 | 6309 | 6301 Pi“'c'pa”t
y = ounge
// = Refreshment
EV
wC
6326 6318 6310 02 WC
/ b
Hallway (3 F£JEE )
6318 B B
Presentation Exhibits/ ¥ BR o
Workshop 1 on
Saturday &
Workshop 2 on
Sunday
6429 | 6425|6421| 6417 6413| 6409] 6405|6401
[EV]
EV]
EV
6426 | 6418 | 6410 | 6402 | V°




l' Progress

FHEOEEDEEREC!
4 FREHSCENHERIDEHITES
AUSA VHEEBRRENT AR,

A=At versant™ @
FoE—ERA

( 1)) VERSANT

AE—F27 - 4 T2 BErAl

APE STETRR ML, ST S AR R LR, -.HJF!?TI-"' BOT,
BB OFIREC NS, BSOS TR IMEICE TS,

Ae—71lC Tl |E1FH__QH:II
¥ BO il FT. BERE Lic4ATlR 15 SLAT
| |

0 ERENL, DT PR T . &D 'Eﬂﬁml"!lt"_“liﬁﬁl]ﬂm.

[ EMFE R RSh. 6 DM LUldr SEIRTTHE ] (Rl T ]

1. E RN
. L 5.
ER Bl L S

s B LS EFYY - Upl ot ait

L. B N, W, pEarson_cojp
& FqsF—Iaels T 106001
LUK —F T WMEEAEER -6 -7 e— 2

Teb 0255458830 Bal: ek jpiipearsoncom

“FPrograss S5-30 2 2015 SRCUU—32FE

Progress AP,
AO0—10UL - R—be - FF - A2 wiealc 0= Ul A 4r—)l»F Feuf 2 F U (GSE) EF 7
B TVFT, A0—) U4 CH TR S O ARA ST, 10 £ a0

OAIF TR E TS 50,

FLARTESECREER I

VAW PESIS0N.Cojp/company /geS

ALWATE LERAKING PEARSON




&) TOEIC. IIBC

TOEIC®” 704 ZLTREAIXED
AIaZ—raveeHhallE

TOEIC* 7O > LT, TOEIC* 7 ARETOEIC*Speaking&Writing (TOEIC®*S&W) I8,
M) Mot | TEY ] W< | B A REENETEET.

MM < TR xmreMans BEY ) B mmhemMans
TOEIC*7A I TOEIC® S&W
Listening Speaking
Reading Writing

v |/

TOEIC® S&WIE./ T D B o TR S AR A R AN LTHET ST A MTHL TOEIC* TR (VA= F  U—F ) ERBl MR hx T,

EFAWH A NEL. TOEIC*Speaking&Writing 2341 b 3 hitpi//'www.toeic.or.jp/sw/

—REEA BMEZRA03a-y—a/ihE  TEL:03-5521-5901 #waw == Rmeomsite
T100-0014 WNEF R EEXERT2-14-2 WEF2 21 Elb FAX:03-5521-5915 hitp://Awww.toeic.or.jp




': CAMBRIDGE ENGLISH
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Part of the University of Cambridge

Cambridge English (&
R NEED 5 EFRER

o ERRERRNSIELTS FCHEIIAZI—avhEEIE

o HETVIVIRZOIFEFBE. TUT VI RPEERTE
BOBAFE

o AHREEHFREE (I—OVINEESEH: CEFR) Tl

o 2AE—F VI FAMEIT YTy IREDHRE Hixt mE =X CE i
o {5} 20,000 #RA ENEEEHDIIAELTRE 2y
o B4 500 5 ALLEN'SZER -\ \

* ELTS (3, #o70) y SASEEREME. 7T v a - ATl
IDP: IELTS Australia @/S— ~h—> v JIC LW HBEEZE SN TULET,

% -Crarrﬂ;@ eEn i_s_II
www.cambridgeenglish.org/jp %

% infoJapan@cambridgeenglishreps.org Follow us on Facebook

www.facebook.com/
# TEL: 080-5545-8969 CambridgeEnglishEastAsia
——— = ﬁ SRR E B
- - EORg . /\RF | HeiR=
H @ASH- 3208
n Effi=2#2,400/3+51
CAN-DO-@Rmpls¥ @A o EEMSNERNDFMET
;r;ammaa)amo%ﬁ@mﬂa£aﬂ
—= = BT r— CAN-DOY A + HA LB 2 50, FHEFEFNC
= et o RIS S BRMARO SN TV T, F72, 43
_— = oo wanmasonmEsmamone: BERANBRBROKREARNDWER 2 L2 2, HE ORI
= T4 Wk A — B 2 b AR T+
— = PEEEshET,
— HANE, NP 5K F TR DI E L 7 FF
e l : B, B LRSI EIFEEL B,
—— - o = > .
= ) L D COFGEFE % 2 57-00D
=) S AT
..... BHDOHARTT,

T113-8541 S REBEE2-1-1 http://www.taishukan.co.jp ERFasm:sE 03-3868-2651

48



Commercial Exhibits (BrriE{3¥ 50 FE)

—HEEANERE VAR Az = —va ViR
The Institute for International Business Communication (11BC)
http:/AMww.toeic.or.jp/iibc.html

B St BEREHTERT
The Japan Institute for Educational Measurement, Inc.
http:/Mmww.jiem.co.jp/

o7y DREEHRUR
Cambridge English
http://Mmww.cambridge.org

BTV DRSS
Pearson Japan
http:/Aww.pearson.co.jp/

Commercial exhibits are located in the hallway on the 3 floor of Building 5 and 6. Please ask staff at the
registration desk for details.

RIS 3 DS T CHEMEV- L TERY £97, FEL IS ThEa &0y,

We would like to acknowledge the Eiken Foundation of Japan and JSPS KAKENHI (Grant Number 26370737,
principal investigator: Rie KOIZUMI) for helping to make Dr. Jessica R. W. WU’s Keynote speech and Dr. Carol

A CHAPELLE’s invited lecture possible at the annual conference of the Japan Language Testing Association. Our
special gratitude also goes to Chuo University for making its Korakuen Campus available as the venue for the 19th

Annual Conference of the Japan Language Testing Association.

Jessica R. W. WU JeAEDFEGEHE OB HT- 0 £ L L. BATSEMTEHSEEL V. Carol A

CHAPELLE Je/EDFRERHE O FBUZHT- 0 F LT/ INRRES A ORIl E:, FEEI5E(C)

(No.26370737) LV Z34% - T a0 £ Lz, Fio, H 19 RIHASIHET A MR EfRE0
FEUZHTZ0 . TRKFLY | DGORMED, Z34E - ZinhEBY £ L,

BICH L H TINFE LT,

The next year’s annual conference will be held in autumn 2016 at Tokai University in 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.

2016 fEFED HASTET A MEELEIZERRIE. 2016 (VAL 28) AERKICHIERSE T TN E T, 264

DARFE D, ILTA DR— L=V TR LW LET, TBNMOIEE LA L BFEVW=LET,

HARSHET A hER (JLTA) 26 19 [R] (2015 4R REMERSFTEH
Handbook of the 19th Annual Conference of the Japan Language Testing Association
J4TH : 2015428 H1 H
AT ARGIET A MER (LTA) & K EmEM (EEAP)
FHJR) © T270-1695  THERFNFEIFEFEHRAL1  NERERY:
L HFp LR NRFERFEE TEL: 0476-98-1001 (1R3)
FAX: 0476-98-1011 (ft38)  E-mail: rie-koizumi@mwa.biglobe.ne.jp
Mk« BENEREFTEES
IR - SRASHHERSaike: T 162-0801 HRUCARBEX | LIMKAT358-5
TEL: 03-5937-0249  FAX: 03-3368-2822
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