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ABSTRACT

The Advanced Placement (AP) Japanese Language and Culture exam (the AP Japanese
exam) is a large-scale high-stakes test targeting high school students in the United States. It is a
computer-based test that consists of speaking, listening, reading, and writing sections. The
present study focuses on the speaking section which aims to measure examinees’ interpersonal
communication skills and presentational skills. The usefulness of the speaking tasks was
investigated from a variety of perspectives. Drawing upon Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) model
of test usefulness, the present study scrutinized reliability, construct validity, and authenticity of
the AP Japanese speaking test tasks.

In order to strengthen arguments regarding the usefulness of the AP Japanese speaking
test tasks, the present study employed a mixed methods research design. The primary design was
a concurrent design (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2006, 2009).
The present study also employed a partial sequential design to integrate quantitative and
qualitative methods at the analysis stage. Evidence for the usefulness of the test was collected by
examining the speaking tasks used for the AP Japanese exam in the past, examinees’ language
samples and test scores from the simulation of the AP Japanese exam, and examinee and rater
survey responses. Four sets of conversation tasks and two sets of cultural perspective
presentation tasks were selected from past test items and used in the simulation test. A total of
111 high school students, from two U.S. states, who were planning to take the AP Japanese exam
participated in the present study. Their performance was rated by a total of six raters who
participated in the present study: three raters for the conversation task and three raters for the
presentation task. From the quantitative strand, generalizability theory and many-facet Rasch

measurement (MFRM) (Linacre, 1989) were employed to analyze the test scores and to collect

vi



evidence primarily for reliability and construct validity. From the qualitative strand, discourse
analysis was employed to analyze test task characteristics and examinees’ performance and to
collect evidence primarily for authenticity and construct validity.

The present study found that overall the AP Japanese speaking section has a reasonable
level of usefulness in that it showed a reasonable level of reliability and it aims to represent more
dimensions of speaking ability than other computer-based language tests. Yet it also has some
issues related to construct validity and authenticity, especially for the conversation task. In
particular, the present study recommends reviewing the amount of contextual information, the
proportion of information-seeking prompts and non-information-seeking prompts, and the
appropriateness of the conversation scoring criteria in relation to the nature of the conversation
prompts. The present study illustrated how intricately different facets of test usefulness can
interact. This study exemplified how useful a mixed methods approach can be in collecting more
comprehensive evidence for test validation and how that in turn can allow for more meaningful

and practical suggestions to improve the overall usefulness of a language test.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The present study examines the quality of the computer-based speaking test tasks of the
Advanced Placement (AP) Japanese Language and Culture exam (hereinafter the AP Japanese
exam) using Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness model. Based on their framework, a
variety of evidence regarding the reliability, construct validity, interactiveness, authenticity, and
impact of the AP Japanese speaking test tasks was collected through an experiment and surveys.
The qualitative data was primarily analyzed from a discourse analytic perspective and the
quantitative data was analyzed using the generalizability theory and many-facet Rasch
measurement (Linacre, 1989) perspectives. Based on the quantitative and qualitative analyses, all
the evidence was then synthesized to discuss the usefulness of the AP Japanese speaking test
tasks and make suggestions to increase their usefulness. Findings from the present study
contribute to the body of research on computer-based speaking assessment.

As foreign language teachers strive to foster improved oral communication skills in their
students, a lot of instruction time is spent on communicative tasks and activities in class.
Consequently, there is a need to assess students’ oral communication skills. However, the
administration of oral communication tests poses many challenges to teachers due to limited time,
space, staff, and the like. One potential solution to this problem is administering oral tests using a
computer. One example of a computer-based test currently available is the AP Japanese exam. It
contains two types of tasks for oral communication: a conversation task and a cultural
perspective presentation task. The conversation task is designed to measure a test taker’s
interpersonal communication skill (National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project,

1999). In this task, test takers are asked to participate in a simulated conversation by responding
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to previous utterances and answering questions that they hear from the computer. The cultural
perspective presentation task is designed to measure a test taker’s monologic speaking skill. In
this task, test takers are asked to describe and express opinions about certain a Japanese cultural
practice or product. The AP Japanese exam makes computer-based speaking tests seem very
practical and promising. However, one concern is that test administration via computer may
compromise other qualities of the test such as construct validity and authenticity in the name of
practicality (Chapelle & Douglas, 2006; Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2007; Norris, 2001). Thus, a
close examination of all aspects of test qualities is called for to evaluate the overall quality of
computer-based speaking tests.

In order to situate my dissertation in the field of computer-based language testing, this
chapter will first review the previous literature on computer-based speaking assessment, discuss
the issues and concerns regarding computer-based speaking assessment in general, and then
address these issues in the context of the AP Japanese exam.

Overview of Computer-Based Language Testing

Computer-based language testing has been gaining increasing popularity in the last two
decades due to its practicality. Against this backdrop, a number of books and articles have been
published on language testing and technology (e.g., Alderson, 2000; J. D. Brown, 1997, 2016;
Dooey, 2008; Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2007; Gruba & Corbel, 1997; Jamieson, 2005; Ockey,
2009). Jamieson (2005), for instance, surveyed previous literature on computer-based language
testing and explains that there are three phases in the development of computer-based language
testing. During the first phase, computers are used simply to deliver traditional test items that
appear on paper-and-pencil tests. These items are mostly selected-response items such as

multiple-choice, true-false, and matching. Computers can score these types of items and report
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results more quickly, accurately, and reliably when compared to human raters (J. D. Brown,
1997), which increases the efficiency in the overall scoring process. While acknowledging the
increased efficiency in computer-based language testing, Green (1988) warns that changes in the
medium of test item presentation from papers to computers may cause changes in the construct
that is measured by the test. Green suggests that new validity studies should be conducted every
time new tests are made. Another major drawback of computer-based language testing is
availability and capacity of computer equipment (J. D. Brown, 1997). Although this may still be
an issue to some extent, it has become a less pressing issue.

In the second phase, computers are used to administer more individualized tests
according to examinees’ proficiency; this is called computer-adaptive tests (CATs). CATs are
often used to measure examinees’ receptive skills such as listening and reading. According to
Tung (1986) and Henning (1991), CATs are made up with items whose difficulty is pre-
calibrated based on the Item Response Theory. When an examinee answers an item correctly, the
computer presents a more difficult item than the previous one, and when the examinee answers
an item incorrectly, the computer presents an easier item. The computer continues to adjust the
difficulty of test items until a reliable estimate of the examinee’s ability is obtained. CATs have
several advantages over more traditional language tests. CATs can target examinees’ proficiency
level much more quickly and precisely (J. D. Brown, 1997), thus CATs can reduce the time and
cost of test administration (J. D. Brown, 1997, 2016; Gruba & Corbel, 1997). Examinees become
less frustrated because test items are adjusted according to their level of ability (J. D. Brown,
1997, 2016; Gruba & Corbel, 1997). CATs allow more flexible test administration in terms of
delivery dates and locations compared to traditional paper-and-pencil-based testing (Alderson,

2000) and they can even be administered individually (J. D. Brown, 1997, 2016). The adaptive
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nature of these tests improves test security and minimizes cheating (Alderson, 2000; J. D. Brown,
1997, 2016; Gruba & Corbel, 1997). While many researchers acknowledge the above-mentioned
advantages of CATs, they also share concerns of CATs. These concerns include the influence of
individual differences, such as computer familiarity (Alderson, 2000; J. D. Brown, 1997; Dooey,
2008; Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2007; Henning, 1991) and computer anxiety (Dooey, 2008;
Henning, 1991), on test scores as construct irrelevant variables. Furthermore, the issue of
construct validity remains a major concern for CATs (Alderson, 2000; Canale, 1986; Chapelle &
Douglas, 2006; Dooey, 2008; Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2007; Henning, 1991). For instance, from
a theoretical perspective, Canale (1986) argues that the construct to be measured in CATs is
overly simplified because Item Response Theory requires the construct to be unidimensional.
Referring to reading ability in particular, Canale (1986) criticizes that the assumption of
unidimensionality of reading ability does not reflect the current understanding of reading
proficiency because it ignores findings from previous research which indicate that multiple
variables, such as world knowledge, cultural background, gender, and text types, are related to
reading proficiency. Limitation in item types is another issue associated with CATs (Alderson,
2000; J. D. Brown, 2016; Chalhoub-Deville, 2001; Dooey, 2008). J. D. Brown (2016) points out
that the majority of computer-based language tests are designed to measure examinees’ language
knowledge such as grammar and vocabulary and receptive skills because these skills are
typically tested with selected-response items that can be machine-scorable.

In response to the issues and limitations raised in the second phase, computer-based
language tests have been extended in the third phase to measure examinees’ productive skills
such as speaking and writing. Furthermore, some computer-based language tests include more

innovative language test tasks in order to achieve greater authenticity by matching test tasks and
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target language use (TLU) tasks (Bachman & Palmer, 1996) employing a variety of visual and
audio media (Jamieson, 2005). For example, the Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL) now includes “integrated skills” tasks which simulate tasks students engage in in
college. In this type of task, examinees are required to use the information from reading and
listening materials in written or spoken responses. This decision to include integrated skills tasks
caused a violation of the unidimensionality assumption of Item Response Theory; however,
some researchers like Jamiesen (2005) view this as a step in the right direction. Jamiesen (2005)
argues that computer-based language test tasks should be developed in reference to authentic
language use tasks rather than constrained by known technology and statistical models in order
to address the issue of construct validity. She also recommends the use of corpus linguistics to
increase authenticity and suggests that language testers should examine the nature of the input
and the expected response in computer-based test tasks more closely.
Review of Computer-Based Oral Proficiency Testing Instruments

Since Jamieson’s (2005) review, more computer-based language testing instruments
became available to measure oral communication skills. Some of the relatively large-scale
instruments in the United States include the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages’ (ACTFL) Oral Proficiency Interview by computer (OPIc), the Computerized Oral
Proficiency Instrument (COPI), Standards-based Measurement of Proficiency — 4 Skills
(STAMP 4S), the Contextualized Speaking Assessment in Minnesota Language Proficiency
Assessments (Chalhoub-Deville, 1997), the Pittsburgh Public Schools Oral Ratings Assessment
for Language Students (Fall et al., 2007), and AP world language and culture exams. The review

in this section focuses on ACTFL’s OPIc, COPI, and STAMP.



As the demand of face-to-face OPIs increased, ACTFL developed a computer-delivered
oral proficiency assessment called OPIc in the early 2000s. OPIc is currently offered in 16
languages including Japanese and it can measure examinees’ proficiency up to the Superior level
(Language Testing International, 2019b) on the ACTFL proficiency guidelines (American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 2012). The ACTFL OPIc Familiarization
Manual (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 2014) explains that the OPIc
“emulates the qualities of the OPI, but handles the delivery of the questions by a carefully
designed computer program” (p. 5). In the OPIc, examinees first answer a background survey
before the assessment begins. This questionnaire collects information about not only examinees’
basic demographic information, but also about personal interests and favorite activities. The
computer then uses the collected information to select certain topics and questions in order to
match with examinees’ interest and to individualize the assessment. After the background survey,
examinees conduct a self-assessment of their oral proficiency by reading six different
descriptions of what they can do with the target language. OPIc has five forms each targeting
different levels of proficiency. Based on the result of self-assessment, the computer delivers one
form that matches with examinees’ level of proficiency. The type of tasks used in OPIc are not
described in the manual, however, the tasks are presented by an avatar figure that personifies the
interviewer. The examinees can thus respond to the avatar on the computer screen. This avatar
blinks and moves her head slightly while the examinees are talking.

Two studies were found in the literature with respect to ACTFL’s OPIc. SWA Consulting
(2009) investigated the test-retest reliability and absolute agreement rates of the English ACTFL
OPIc for Korean test takers (N = 2852). This study reports that the scores from two

administrations of OPIc were highly stable with Peason’s » values ranging from .90 to .93, and
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Spearman’s R values ranging from .90 to .94. The absolute agreement rate ranged from 85% to
92%. Thompson, Cox, and Knapp (2016) investigated test method effect and student’s
preference between the face-to-face OPI and OPIc in Spanish (N = 154). They reported that
54.5% of the examinees received the same rating on both the OPI and OPIc; however, 13.6% of
them received a higher score on the OPI and 31.8% of them received a higher score on the OPIc.
These results are alarming because two tests may be measuring different constructs. With respect
to the examinees’ preference, most examinees (71%) preferred the OPI over the OPIc because
they perceived the OPI as more natural as the interviewer could provide immediate feedback and
clarify questions during the assessment.

COPI is a computer adaptation of the tape-mediated Simulated Oral Proficiency
Interview (SOPI) developed by the Center for Applied Linguistics (Malabonga & Kenyon, 1999).
COPI is currently available in Arabic, Chinese, and Spanish (Center for Applied Linguistics,
2019). Both COPI and SOPI are based on the ACTFL’s proficiency guidelines. COPI only takes
30-50 minutes to administer. One of the major advantages of COPI is the implementation of
adaptive technology for speaking tasks, unlike SOPI where the number and types of test tasks are
fixed across examinees. As with ACTFL’s OPIc, COPI first asks examinees to self-assess their
level of oral proficiency and present the first task at the selected level. After the first task, the
computer offers the examinees three choices: a task with the same level of difficulty, a less
challenging task, and a more challenging task. It then presents two more tasks at the selected
level of difficulty. After this the computer presents tasks that are a slightly higher level than the
previous one. Examinees generally respond to seven monologic tasks in COPI.

Malabonga, Kenyon, and Carpenter (2005) investigated how examinees use the self-

assessment on COPI. They reported that the vast majority of examinees (92%) could use the self-
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assessment instrument effectively to select test tasks with appropriate difficulty, while 8% of the
students selected tasks that were too difficult for them. Kenyon and Malabonga (2001) compared
examinees’ attitudes towards COPI and SOPI in Spanish, Arabic, and Chinese. They found that
the examinees, particularly those with a lower level of proficiency, felt that COPI was less
difficult compared to SOPI because COPI could adjust the difficulty level of test tasks for each
examinee. This improvement in terms of examinees’ affective variables is another contribution
of COPI. COPI seems a promising oral assessment instrument. While acknowledging these
contributions, Norris (2001) raises some concerns with computer-adaptive oral proficiency
assessment. He questions “whether this adaptive approach will result in the selection of tasks
which adequately reflect an examinee's actual abilities, and whether the number and range of
tasks will provide sufficient evidence for accurate rater judgments” (p. 101).

STAMP 45 is a web-based language proficiency instrument that was originally
developed by the Center for Applied Second Language Studies at the University of Oregon (M.
Clark, 2012). It can be administered online using any standard browser. It measures all four
language skills and it is available for several languages including Japanese, Arabic, Chinese,
Finnish, French, German, Hebrew, Italian, and Spanish. The targeted population is examinees
age 13 or above (M. Clark, 2012). For younger language learners in Grades 3—6, Avant
Assessment offers STAMP4Se (M. Clark & Forrest, 2012). According to the Avant Assessment
STAMP 48§ Technical Report for Japanese (M. Clark, 2012), the Japanese STAMP 4S currently
measures a proficiency range comparable to Novice through Advanced on the ACTFL
proficiency scale. STAMP 4S assesses interpretive listening and reading skills through multiple-
choice items with the multistage adaptive system, presentational writing skill through description

tasks, and presentational speaking skill through monologic description tasks. Each skill area is
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scored and reported separately; this allows test takers and users to use the instrument as a
diagnostic tool. Although few studies have been conducted to examine the validity of the
STAMP 45, the test developers provide basic yet important information to their (potential) test
users in the form of technical reports. These technical reports are prepared for each target
language and include brief descriptions of the purpose, content, structure, and scoring of the
STAMP 4S. Moreover, these reports explain how items are developed, field-tested, and
monitored, what kind of measures are taken to ensure the reliability of the scores, and how cut
scores are set for each proficiency level. With respect to the STAMP 4S for Japanese language,
field testing was conducted for reading and listening items with approximately 150 examinees
(M. Clark, 2012). The item quality was analyzed using the Rasch model and selected items
whose infit mean square value fell between 0.5 and 1.5. Speaking and writing items did not seem
to be included in the field test. M. Clark (2012) mentioned that due to the small sample size in
the field test, Japanese STAMP 48 is “still considered a beta test until more empirical
information can be collected” (p.15). Regarding reliability, M. Clark (2012) explains that 20% of
all speaking and writing responses are scored by a second rater and the system monitors and
updates inter-rater reliability immediately. Raters are retrained when a low level of inter-rater
reliability is observed. This information in these technical reports allows test users and
administrators to closely examine whether the use of the STAMP 48 is appropriate in their local
context.

The review of ACTFL’s OPIc, COPI, and STAMP 48 reveals that oral language
proficiency is measured mostly through monologic description or opinion tasks. This means that
only presentational speaking skills are addressed by these instruments. This raises a concern that

the construct of oral proficiency is underrepresented in these computer-based oral proficiency
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assessments. Norris (2001) shares a similar concern and questions “whether the full range of
individual and interactive speaking performances that language educators are interested in will
be adequately elicited in computerized formats” (p.99). For computer-based oral proficiency
assessments to be able to elicit more authentic and interactive speaking performances, we need to
keep exploring more innovative tasks. In the AP Japanese language and culture exam, the
College Board tackled this issue by including a “simulated” conversation task.

AP Japanese Language and Culture Exam

Background. AP exams are large-scale high-stakes testing for high school students in the United
States. They are offered by the College Board and administered by the Educational Testing
Service (ETS). Typically, AP exams are taken by high school students completing college-level
courses while they are still in secondary school. The College Board offers more than thirty
different AP exams covering a variety of subjects including world languages such as Chinese,
French, German, Italian, Japanese, Latin, and Spanish. AP exams are administered only once a
year in May. AP exam scores have a variety of consequences to different stake holders. First and
foremost, the exam score is very important for students since it is often used to place them into a
college program. In addition, students may be able to earn credits for introductory-level college
courses based on their AP scores. As a result, students may be exempt from some college courses
and thus may be able to save money and time in graduating. This suggests that the results of AP
exams may have serious implications not only for high school students, but also for their parents
who may be responsible for their children’s college tuition. Furthermore, AP world language
exam scores are utilized for additional purposes, such as the awarding of a State Seal of
Biliteracy in more than thirty US states in order to recognize high school students who are

proficient in one or more languages besides English (Californians Together, 2020). An AP world
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language exam score of 3 or higher is recognized as a proof of proficiency in a target language.
More states are expected to adopt the State Seal of Biliteracy in the future. This exemplifies that
AP world language exams now have a different use other than college admission, advanced
placement, and granting college credits. AP world language exams may become an important
exam not only for college-bound students, but also for non-college-bound students. AP exams
are also very important for teachers and administrators since teachers and schools are evaluated
based on the number of students who receive high scores. The results of AP exams may also
impact how the budget is allocated in a school or a district. For example, at a high school where
the present researcher taught an AP Japanese course, some money was allocated to the Japanese
program based on the number of students in the previous year who received a score of 3 or above
in the AP Japanese exam. The consequences discussed above illustrate how much AP exams
mean to many different stakeholders.

Acknowledging the impact AP exams may have to different stakeholders, a relatively
large number of studies have been conducted on AP exams across different subjects (Bridgeman,
1989; Engelhard & Wind, 2013; Stricker, 1998; Wolfe et al., 2007). Yet, the number of studies
focusing on world languages is still very limited. With respect to Japanese, only a few studies
have been reported despite it being one of the first two fully computer-based exams for world
languages.

Development of the AP Japanese course and exam. The AP Japanese exam is a relatively new
addition to the AP program. Since its first administration in 2007, over 2000 high school students
take this exam every year (College Board, 2018). The AP Japanese exam aims to holistically
assess students’ communication skills in Japanese and their cultural content knowledge (Tohsaku,

2009). According to the AP Japanese Language and Culture Teacher's Guide, the AP Japanese
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exam can be categorized as a “prochievement” test' (Tohsaku, 2009, p. 4), since it tests what
students learn in their high school course and evaluates their Japanese proficiency through
performance. In other words, the AP Japanese exam has the characteristics of both an
achievement test and of a proficiency test. However, in the present study, the AP Japanese exam
will be treated as a proficiency test because this exam does not require specific content or
teaching methods and it targets high school students from a wide variety of learning backgrounds.
The AP Japanese exam is designed primarily for high school students who take an AP Japanese
language culture course that is approved by the College Board. The AP Japanese course should
“be comparable to college/university Japanese courses that represent the point at which students
complete approximately 300 hours of college-level classroom instruction” (College Board,
2015c, p. 4). “The target level of students’ proficiency at the end of the course is the
Intermediate-Low to Intermediate-Mid range described in the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines”
(Tohsaku, 2009, p. 6).

According to Tohsaku (2009), the College Board set up the AP Japanese Task Force in
2004 and appointed six secondary school teachers and six college faculty members who
represented diverse teaching backgrounds, locations, and institutions. This Task Force drafted
the instructional objectives for the AP Japanese course and the specifications for the AP Japanese
exam based on a college curriculum survey?. For example, the Task Force decided that students’
cultural literacy and computer literacy should be addressed in the AP Japanese course, so the

exam is administered on a computer and assesses students’ cultural knowledge as well as their

"'In AP Japanese Language and Culture Course and Exam Description published in 2019, the College Board claims
the following: AP Exams are not norm-referenced or graded on a curve. Instead, they are criterion-referenced,
which means that every student who meets the criteria for an AP score of 2, 3, 4, or 5 will receive that score, no
matter how many students that is. (College Board, 2019, p. 2)

2 Unfortunately, results of this college curriculum survey are not published.
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target language ability. In addition, the AP Japanese Task Force developed the AP Japanese
course and exam based on the Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century
(National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, 1999). The national standards
describe five major target areas for language learning: communication, cultures, connections,
comparisons, and community. The standard for communication consists of three modes of
communication: interpersonal, interpretive, and presentational modes. The interpersonal mode
refers to two-way interactive communication which can be realized either by speaking or writing.
In this mode, L2 learners “engage in conversations, provide and obtain information, express
feelings and emotions, and exchange opinions” (National Standards in Foreign Language
Education Project, 1999, p. 42). The interpretive mode refers to receptive communication skills
such as listening and reading. The presentational mode refers to one-way communication which
can be realized either by speaking or writing. In this mode, L2 learners “present information,
concepts, and ideas to an audience of listeners or readers on a variety of topics” (p. 45).
Following these modes of communication outlined in the national standards, the Task Force
determined the AP exam format, which will be described in the following section. Once the
exam format was outlined, the College Board formed the AP Japanese Development Committee
to take over the Task Force in 2005. According to Tohsaku (2009), the AP Japanese
Development Committee consists of three teachers from secondary schools and three college
faculty members. Tohsaku explains:

This is a standing committee with a rotating membership of educators from diverse

teaching situations and geographic regions. The committee is always joined by the Chief

Reader, a university professor responsible for setting grading standards for the exam. In

consultation with assessment and content specialists at Educational Testing Service
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(ETS), the committee reviewed, revised, and finalized the first Course Description and
exam specifications and worked to design a rigorous exam. (2009, p. 5)
Now this committee is responsible for reviewing periodical curriculum surveys and
comparability studies, revising the AP Japanese course description, and creating new exam
questions. When the AP Japanese Development Committee members draft new exam items, they
refer to the test specifications shared by all the committee members.
Exam format. The AP Japanese exam is delivered on a CD (as of May 2019) and administered
entirely on a computer; it is approximately 2 hours and 15 minutes in length. The exam has six
sections: listening, reading, interpersonal writing, presentational writing, interpersonal speaking,
and presentational speaking. Each section targets specific modes of communication in the

national standards as described in Table 1 (College Board, 2015c¢, pp. 11-12).
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Table 1

The AP Japanese Exam Format (2009-2019)°

Target mode of Number

Skill Question type N . Weight Time
communication of items
Listening Multiple choice Interpretive 30-35  25% 20 min. (Response time:
12 sec. per question)
Reading  Multiple choice Interpretive 3540  25% 60 min.
Writing Text chat Interpersonal 6 12.5% 10 min. (Response time:
90 sec. per question)
Writing Compare and Presentational 1 12.5% 20 min.
contrast article
Speaking Conversation Interpersonal 4 12.5% 3 min. (Response time:
20 sec. per question)
Speaking  Cultural Presentational 1 12.5% Preparation time: 4 min.
perspective Response time: 2 min.
presentation

Listening and reading are tested with multiple-choice questions. These two sections have
30-40 items each. The College Board has not released multiple choice questions, except those
from 2007, since they may be reused in future exams. The rest of the exam consists of free-
response questions. Every year after the exam, the College Board releases the actual free-
response questions on their website. Interpersonal writing is measured through a task called “text
chat.” This task has 6 prompts where students engage in a simulated online chat and type their
responses. The students are given 90 seconds for each prompt. Table 2 shows the original text

chat prompts used on the 2015 AP Japanese exam (College Board, 2015b) and their translations.

3 The exam format presented in Table 1 only applies to AP Japanese exams from 2009 onward. The College Board
shortened the AP Japanese exam by eliminating four free-response tasks including one presentational writing task
called “cultural topic posting,” one interpersonal speaking task called “return telephone call,” and two presentational
speaking tasks called “school announcement” and “story narration.” According to So, who was the AP Development
Committee chair at the time, the exam format was changed primarily for financial reasons (personal communication,
March 23, 2016)
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Table 2

Text Chat Prompts from the 2015 AP Japanese Exam

Situation: You will have a conversation with Akiko Kawamura, a future exchange student
from Japan, about visiting your town.

1. Respond. CAIZHIE, SHIEHE-DETIIZDNTHEEET LIZWATTA, LT
9~ H ? ‘Hello. Today, I would like to ask you about your town. Would that be alright?’

2. Give a description. HET-DETIEEALLE T AHTI M, ‘What is your town like?

3. Give some examples. HET=DEITIEEAG I EMTEETH, ‘What can you do in
your town?’

4. Respond. 8 BIZITK ATT M., RRIXE S TEH ? ‘Iwill go there in August, what
is the weather?’

5. Give some suggestions. 8 A5 3 7 ABIWSFELZRATI M., AZHF->TL o=
B LT E A, ‘I am planning to be there for three months. What should I bring?”

6. Provide some recommendations. BARED T 5 ADHATEIZ, BHRLIFIEAA LI
EBUVET H ? ‘What do you think is a good souvenir for everybody in the Japanese
class?’

Presentational writing is measured through the “compare and contrast article” task. This task has
one prompt and students are given 20 minutes to write a composition comparing and contrasting
predetermined items and events such as shopping online versus shopping at a store, or reading a
book versus watching a movie. Interpersonal speaking is assessed in a task called “conversation.”
This task has four prompts where students participate in a simulated conversation by responding
to utterances and/or answering questions that they hear from the computer. Students have 20
seconds to respond to each prompt. During the exam, a computer screen displays the name and
photograph of the person they are talking to, along with a brief explanation of the situation in

English. Table 3 shows the sample conversation prompts from the 2015 AP Japanese exam

(College Board, 2015a).
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Table 3

Conversation Prompts from the 2015 AP Japanese Exam

Situation: You will have a conversation with Hiro Yamamato, a Japanese student, about an
upcoming event.

1. Kinyoobi no konsaato na n da kedo tii shatsu to jiinzu de ii kana soretomo foomaru na fuku
no hoo ga ii kana ‘Regarding the concert on Friday, I wonder if t-shirt and jeans would be
fine. Or I wonder if more formal outfits are better?’

2. A so sorede konsaato no ato doko ni tabe ni ikoo ka ‘Oh, I see. So, where should we go to eat
after the concert?’

3. Tokorode konsaato no basho ga yoku wakaranai kara issho ni itte kurenai ‘By the way, |
don’t know the concert location very well. Can you come with me?’

4. Kinyoobi no konsaato tanoshimi da ne wakuwaku suru yo ‘I am looking forward to the
concert on Friday. I am excited about it.’

Presentational speaking is assessed in the task called “cultural perspective presentation.”
The task directs students to imagine making an oral presentation to their own Japanese class.
Students are given one topic on Japanese culture such as Japanese pop culture, music, or annual
events. The students are given 4 minutes for preparation and 2 minutes for oral presentation.
During their presentation, they are instructed to discuss at last five aspects of the assigned topic.
They are also instructed to include an appropriate introduction, details and their opinions and
views on the topic, and a concluding remark (College Board, 2015c).

An examination of the test format does however raise a question regarding item
distribution. Although all four language skills equally weigh 25% each in the final score, there is
a large difference in the number of items that are allocated to measure each type of
communication skill. There are more items measuring students’ listening and reading skills than
their speaking and writing skills*. This means that each test item in the speaking and writing

sections have a larger influence over the students’ final AP grade than the items in the listening

4 Note that the exam format described above is specific to the AP Japanese exam. Other AP world language exams
may use different formats.
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and reading sections. Furthermore, it is not clear whether the small number of speaking items can
elicit a sufficient amount and range of ratable language samples, as Norris (2001) points out with
COPL.

Rating. Once students finish the exam, the multiple-choice sections and the free-response
sections are separated. The multiple-choice sections are scored by computer. According to David
Jahner, Director of the AP World Languages and Cultures at the College Board, the computer
statistically examines® all students’ responses, and then removes items that are not functioning
properly (personal communication, March 18, 2016). The free-response items are rated by
trained ‘AP Readers’ that consist of high-school AP Japanese teachers and college-level
Japanese instructors. In early June, the AP Readers gather at one place for a week and rate all the
free-response answers according to rubrics. These rubrics use a holistic scale system with three
aspects: task completion, delivery, and language use. A rater assigns one score considering all
three aspects. The rubrics used for the conversation task and cultural presentation task in the AP
Japanese exam can be found on the College Board’s website
(https://apcentral.collegeboard.org/courses/ap-japanese-language-and-culture/exam).

According to one AP Reader who has served for many years, each free-response sample
is rated by only one AP reader (personal communication, December 15, 2015). With regards to
the conversation and text-chat tasks which require a series of responses from each examinee
under one overarching theme, responses are scored separately by prompt. This means that a
series of responses from one student in a conversation and text chat are treated as independent

items and they may each be graded by a different rater. The AP Reader also mentioned that the

5 Jahner did not reveal the exact statistic procedures used for the analysis.
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College Board has multiple systems to ensure quality and consistency of rating. First, AP
Readers are assigned to rate a certain free-response task and they receive an in-depth rater
training with the prompt-specific scoring guidelines from their section leaders, called Question
Leaders and Table Leaders. Second, all AP Readers take a quiz that requires them to rate a set of
responses every morning before the actual rating process begins. When an AP Reader fails to
pass the quiz, he or she cannot participate in rating that day. In addition to the scoring samples
for the rater training and daily quizzes, Question Leaders and Table Leaders score several
responses from the assigned section prior to the arrival of the regular AP Readers; these items are
called ‘validity’ items. During the actual rating period, these validity items are mixed
unidentifiably with other responses to monitor rater agreement. When an AP Reader finds a
particular item hard to rate, he or she can consult with other AP Readers about the item. The
College Board has not released any data for rater reliability.
Score report. The scores on the free-response items are combined with the scores on the
multiple-choice questions. Then a raw score is converted into a composite AP exam grade that
ranges from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest). The cutoff points for AP exam grades are set by the Chief
Reader, who is “a college-level instructor hired by ETS to oversee the grading of the free-
response sections of a particular exam” (Bischof, 2005, p. 75). The cut-off points are set based
on the distribution of the total raw scores of students in a so-called “standard” group. In the AP
world language and culture exams, “standard” means that students do not hear or speak the target
language at home and have never lived in a country where the target language is spoken
predominantly for a total of one month or more (College Board, 2018).

In the Japanese Language and Culture Course Description, the College Board provides

the following score interpretations:
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In general, the AP composite score points are set so that the lowest raw score needed to
earn an AP score of 5 is equivalent to the average score among college students earning
grades of A in the college course. Similarly, AP Exam scores of 4 are equivalent to
college grades of A—, B+, and B. AP Exam scores of 3 are equivalent to college grades of

B—, C+, and C (2015. p. 3).

Based on this grade comparability, the College Board suggests that students with an AP Score 5
are “extremely well qualified,” those with Score 4 are “well qualified,” those with Score 3 are
“qualified,” and those with Score 2 are “possibly qualified” to be placed in an advanced-level
class of a given subject.

The College Board reports only a composite AP exam score to examinees. However, they
publish simple descriptive statistics for each free response task every year on their website. Table
4 below shows the descriptive statistics for the Conversation and Cultural Perspective
Presentation task for the past 11 years (College Board, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012,
2013, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b). For each task type, the table shows a possible maximum score, a
mean, and a standard deviation (SD) for all test takers, and a mean and a standard deviation for
the ‘standard’ test takers. These descriptive statistics can provide some clues regarding the year-
to-year difficulty of each task. For instance, the conversation tasks in 2007 and 2010 had smaller
means than other years, whereas the tasks in 2015 and 2016 had higher means than other years.
The presentation tasks in 2007 and 2009 had smaller means, and the tasks in 2015 and 2016 had
higher means. However, since each descriptive statistic was based on different samples, an

accurate comparison cannot be made based solely on this information.
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Table 4

Descriptive Statistics Published by the College Board

Conversation Cultural Perspective Presentation
Year Max Mean (SD)  Stan. Mean (SD) Max Mean (SD)  Stan. Mean (SD)
2007 24 12.16(5.82) 9.94 (4.01) 6 3.08 (1.53) 2.46 (1.31)
2008 24  15.11(5.46) 12.29 (4.64) 6 3.44 (1.45) 297 (1.21)
2009 24 16.13(5.18) 13.25 (4.43) 6 3.27 (1.42) 2.57 (1.15)
2010 24  13.88(6.36) 10.55 (5.22) 6 3.93 (1.26) 3.39 (1.03)
2011 24 15.08 (5.08) 12.27 (3.99) 6 3.57 (1.39) 3.18 (1.19)
2012 24 14.74 (6.05) 11.34 (5.21) 6 4.50 (1.28) 4.01 (1.14)
2013 24 15.66 (4.97) 12.93 (4.22) 6 3.77 (1.57) 3.18 (1.39)
2014 24 15.88(4.02) 13.87 (3.42) 6 4.18 (1.50) 3.51(1.33)
2015 24 17.51(4.74) 14.95 (4.37) 6 4.56 (1.23) 3.95 (1.09)
2016 24 17.53 (4.17) 15.09 (3.64) 6 4.79 (1.22) 4.13 (1.13)
2017 24 16.24(5.02) 13.54 (4.51) 6 4.39 (1.42) 3.72 (1.30)

Note. Max = the possible highest score; Mean = a global mean including both standard and non-

standard groups of candidates; Stan. = a standard group.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

To provide the theoretical underpinnings for the present study, three areas of literature
will be covered in Chapter 2. First, this chapter will review the historical and theoretical
background of L2 performance assessment. Second, this chapter will discuss the concept of test
validity by following the development of Messick’s (1980, 1989a, 1995) unified validity
framework. Third, this chapter will introduce Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness
model as the guiding framework for the present study. This chapter will also review previous
studies on the AP world language exam to identify research gaps.
Performance-Based Language Assessment

The AP Japanese exam is a performance-based assessment measure. Thus, this section
briefly reviews the historical and theoretical background of L2 performance assessment. L2
performance assessment is generally known as a type of assessment that requires candidates to
actually perform relevant tasks in the target language as opposed to demonstrating their
knowledge of L2 through more abstract means such as paper-and-pencil tests. According to
McNamara (1996, 1997a) and Fulcher (1997), L2 performance assessment was initially called
for in a military context in the 1950s against the backdrop of World War II. For instance,
Kaulfers (1944, p. 137) argued that

[t]he nature of the individual test items should be such as to provide specific,

recognizable evidence of the examinee’s readiness to perform in a life-situation where

lack of ability to understand and speak the language extemporaneously might be a serious

handicap to safety and comfort, or to the effective execution of military responsibilities.

(emphasis in original)
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Kaulfer’s call for L2 performance assessment was also in response to the structuralist’s push for
discrete-point test of L2 knowledge at that time. He argued that

[t]he tests must not be guilty of the “correlation fallacy,” the common delusion that a

certain level of ability on a pencil-and-paper test of vocabulary, grammar, or reading

comprehension can automatically be interpreted to mean a corresponding level of ability

to understand the spoken language, or to speak the language fluently. (Kaulfers, 1944, p.

138)

Kaulfer (1944) advocated the use of performance rating scales which describe what candidates at
a certain level should be able to do with the L2 in real life. Kaulfer’s view of a performance
rating scale influenced the rating scales later developed by the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) of
the U.S. Department of State (Spolsky, 1995, pp. 103—106). In the 1960s, a need for L2
performance assessment grew in a non-military context as the number of international students
increased in British and North American colleges. In the 1970s, L2 performance assessment
gained more prominence with the rise of a communicative movement in language teaching and
learning.

According to McNamara (1996), there are two types of approaches to L2 performance
assessments: a work sample approach and a cognitive/psycholinguistic approach. The work
sample approach was originally developed in non-language contexts for occupational training
and personnel selection purposes. It is interested in the quality of a candidate’s performance in a
specific context of interest. Therefore, test tasks are close simulations of real-world tasks. In this
approach, performance and product are the targets of assessment (Messick, 1994); they are
judged against real-world criteria. In the L2 context, the work sample approach is often used in

‘language for specific purposes’ programs. This approach was also applied in the FSI and
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ACTFL proficiency scales (J. L. D. Clark & Clifford, 1988), which are leading forces in the
proficiency movement. Since the work sample approach usually targets language usage in
specific contexts, it is difficult to generalize the inference to a candidate’s general L2 ability. The
cognitive/psycholinguistic approach views that L2 performance is a cognitive achievement. Thus,
it is interested in a candidate’s underlying L2 knowledge and skills. Since these traits are not
directly observable, inferences on the unobservable traits are drawn based on observable
performances. In other words, performance and products are considered as vehicles of
assessment (Messick, 1994). McNamara (1996) explains that this approach tends to be more
theory-based and that it is the most common approach to L2 performance assessment for general
purposes.

In the 1960s, the structuralist view of language competence was dominant. For instance,
Chomsky (1965) claimed that tacit knowledge of grammar constitutes one’s linguistic
competence. He also proposed that performance is separate from competence and that
performance consists of actual language use and pragmatic knowledge about the language in use.
However, Chomsky’s model was soon criticized by Hymes (1972) who proposed the
communicative competence model. Hymes argued that language is a tool for social action;
therefore, competence should include not only grammatical knowledge, but also sociocultural
knowledge, which allows one to apply grammatical rules appropriately in a given social context.
Drawing on Hymes’s communicative competence model, Canale and Swain (1980; Canale,
1983) proposed a theory of communicative competence in a L2 context. They explained that
“communicative competence refers to both knowledge and skill in using this knowledge when
interacting in actual communication” (Canale, 1983, p. 5) and that it consists of grammatical

competence, sociolinguistic competence, strategic competence, and discourse competence.
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Strategic competence refers to a variety of communication strategies that may be used to deal
with communication breakdowns. Discourse competence refers to one’s knowledge of coherence
and cohesion strategies in a text. They explained their understanding of L2 competence as the
following:

we understand communication to be based in sociocultural, interpersonal interaction, to

involve unpredictability and creativity, to take place in a discourse and sociocultural

context, to be purposive behaviour, to be carried out under performance constraints, to

involve use of authentic (as opposed to textbook-contrived) language, and to be judged as

successful or not on the basis of behavioural outcomes. (Canale & Swain, 1980, p. 29)
They recommended L2 teachers to provide their students opportunities to participate in
meaningful communicative interactions and to employ communicative testing, which examines
“not only to what the learner knows about the second language and about how to use it
(competence) but also to what extent the learner is able to actually demonstrate this knowledge
in a meaningful communicative situation (performance)” (Canale & Swain, 1980, p. 34). This
theoretical development gave rise to the communicative approach to L2 teaching and learning in
the 1980s (Morrow, 2012; Savignon, 1991). With this background, L2 performance assessment
gained more ground in general L2 education to align L2 teaching and assessment. Many of the
features which we currently associate with L2 performance assessment first developed during the
communicative movement. These include the use of face-to-face oral testing, speaking and
writing tasks, criteria describing expected type and level of production, and authentic listening
and reading material (Morrow, 2012).

Following Hymes (1972) and Canale and Swain’s (1980; Canale, 1983) work, a model of

communicative competence was further explored. For instance, Bachman (1990) proposed a
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model of communicative language ability. His model proposes that language competence is one
of the three competences we have and that it is further categorized into two types: organizational
and pragmatic competence. Organizational competence includes grammatical competence, and
textual competence for creating cohesion in a text. On the other hand, pragmatic competence
includes functional competence, for creating coherence in discourse, and sociolinguistic
competence. Although both Canale and Swain’s model and Bachman’s model seem intuitively
appealing, M. Johnson (2004) points out that sufficient empirical evidence has not been
presented to validate these models. Johnson further claims that “their almost exclusive focus on
language competence, coupled with their disregard for actual language performance in real-life
contexts, have contributed to the current state of dissatisfaction with the existing models of
communicative competence” (2004, p. 96). Meanwhile, researchers such as J. K. Hall (1993; J.
K. Hall & Pakarek Doehler, 2011) and Young (1999, 2008, 2011; He & Young, 1998) put forth
the notion of interactional competence (IC). They argue that interactional competence involves
social knowledge and a myriad of resources that participants bring to and employ in interaction.
For instance, Young (2008) explains that these resources include identity resources (i.e.,
participation framework), linguistic resources (i.e., register and modes of meaning), and
interactional resources (i.e., speech acts, turn-taking, repair, and boundary signals). In other
words, the proponents of IC consider that language competence and language performance are
not separate. Furthermore, they consider that social interaction is co-constructed, thus “an
individual’s knowledge and employment of these resources is contingent on what other
participants do; that is, IC is distributed across participants and varies in different interactional

practices” (Young, 2011, p. 430). Young (2011) emphasizes that “the most fundamental
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difference between interactional and communicative competence is that IC is not what a person
knows, it is what a person does together with others” (p. 430).

Despite this major difference between the interactional competence model and other
models of communicative competence, what they all seem to suggest is that language ability is
multi-dimensional, and that the development of language ability is a dynamic process.
Furthermore, language competence is very situated, and thus different aspects of language
competence may develop differently depending on the person and communicative domain, as
Hymes (1972) has suggested.

While some researchers were exploring different models and discussing the dynamic
development process of communicative language ability, ACTFL took a slightly different
approach to language ability. ACTFL considers that L2 learners’ language ability can be
measured using a common proficiency scale. The proficiency scale consists of criteria for
different levels of language ability based on what type of real-life observable communicative
situations he or she can handle successfully in the target language. Extending the work of FSI,
they published the ACTFL Provisional Proficiency Guidelines in 1982 (Liskin-Gasparro, 1984a).
Since then, the ACTFL guidelines have been revised in 1986, 1999, and 2012. ACTFL
developed separate guidelines for speaking, listening, reading, and writing. In the latest version
(American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 2012), there are five major levels:
distinguished, superior, advanced, intermediate, and novice. Advanced, intermediate, and novice
levels are further divided into three sublevels: high, mid, and low. The descriptions for each
(sub)level are a few paragraphs-long and typically include types of topics and situations the .2
learner can handle, syntactic characteristics, fluency, accuracy, and comprehensibility of their

language performance. Liskin-Gasparro (1984a) explains that the guidelines are useful tools for
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curriculum development and the evaluation of students and programs since criteria describe
observable behaviors of learners. The ACTFL proficiency guidelines can be used not only for
horizontal articulation of curriculum within an institution or a district, but also vertical
articulation across different levels of institutions.

Since the introduction of the provisional proficiency guidelines, ACTFL’s view of
language ability has been critically reviewed by many researchers. These researchers are
skeptical of the validity of the ACTFL guidelines (Fulcher, 1996a; Lantolf & Frawley, 1985;
Savignon, 1985; Tominaga, 2014) and the OPI (Bachman, 1988, 1990; Kramsch, 1986). For
instance, Fulcher (1996a) criticizes that the ACTFL’s proficiency scale offers criteria based on
intuitive judgements instead of empirical data. Based on the examination of text type features in
Japanese OPI samples, Tominaga (2014) also reports that the descriptions in the ACTFL
guidelines did not match actual performance during OPIs, especially for lower proficiency levels.
Although the ACTFL guidelines state that L2 learners at the Intermediate-Low and Intermediate-
Mid typically produce sentences or string of sentences, all learners who were rated as
Intermediate-Low or Intermediate-Mid in Tominaga’s (2014) study actually produced multiple
clauses and sentences linked by connective expressions and organized their discourse in an
orderly manner. Tominaga (2014) claims that the ACTFL guidelines need to be revised to reflect
empirical data. Lantolf and Frawley (1985) and Savignon (1985) criticize that the ACTFL
proficiency guidelines do not take into consideration findings from previous studies on
communicative competence. ACTFL’s proficiency approach has also been said to emphasize
grammatical competence (Savignon, 1985; Van Patten, 1986). Sagvinon (1985) further argues
that the ACTFL guidelines assume a certain sequence of language acquisition that applies to all

L2 learners; however, there is no empirical data to support their assumption. Therefore, Sagvinon
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(1985) considers that it is still premature to promote the ACTFL guidelines for curriculum
development.

Despite these criticisms, the ACTFL proficiency guidelines are widely promoted and
accepted in many educational institutions in the U.S. (e.g., Grosse & Feyten, 1991; Huebner &
Jensen, 1992; Liskin-Gasparro, 1984a, 1984b, 2003) and their proficiency-based approach to
foreign language learning has gained undeniable recognition. The influence of the ACTFL
proficiency guidelines can be also found at the national level. When the National Standards in
Foreign Language Education Project undertook the task of defining content standards in K—12
foreign language education in the U.S., they referred to the ACTFL proficiency guidelines
(National Standards, 1999). However, the Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 2 1st
Century organize communicative language skills around purpose of communication (i.e.,
interpersonal, interpretive, and presentational modes) instead of the traditional four language
skills as in the ACTFL proficiency guidelines. The national standards are currently used to set
local standards in over 40 states in the U.S. (Phillips & Abbott, 2011). The standards were
revised in 2015 as the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages by the National
Standards Collaborative Board. After the introduction of the national standards in 1999, ACTFL
published the ACTFL Performance Guidelines for K—12 Learners (Swender & Duncan, 1998).
These guidelines are intended for younger learners who may not have the same level of cognitive
development as adults. Like the national standards, the performance guidelines for K—12 learners
organize communicative abilities in terms of interpersonal, interpretive, and presentational
modes. Swender and Duncan (1998) explain that the national standards define what students

learn, and the ACTFL Performance Guidelines for K—12 Learners define how well learners can
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perform what they learn. The performance guidelines were revised in 2012 as the ACTFL
Performance Descriptors for Language Learners.

With this historical and theoretical background, the development of the AP Japanese
exam started in 2004. Based on the results of a college curriculum survey, the Task Force set the
proficiency goal (Intermediate-Low to Intermediate-Mid range on the ACTFL scale) and type of
test tasks and contents. The rating scales for the free-response tasks were created based on the
ACTFL proficiency guidelines. Yet, the AP Japanese exam seems to have characteristics of both
the work sample and the cognitive/psychological approaches. The characteristics of the work
sample approach are that the AP Japanese exam is specifically intended to be a placement test for
a college-level Japanese program and that it is developed primarily based on content experts’
knowledge and the results of a college curriculum survey instead of any particular theory of L2
competence. However, AP exam scores also attempt to draw inferences about candidates’ L2
ability in general by referring to the ACTFL proficiency scales. Regardless of the approach used
for the AP Japanese exam, it is still valuable to investigate to what extent the inference based on
the test scores may be generalizable to other tasks and contexts. Furthermore, since some
researchers question the validity of the ACTFL proficiency guidelines, validity of the AP
Japanese exam and its scoring rubrics should be closely investigated so that exam scores can be
used and interpreted appropriately in making decisions regarding examinees.

Test Validity

Validity is generally considered as the degree to which an instrument measures what it is
designed to measure accurately and appropriately (J. D. Brown, 2005). Validity is one of the
most important concerns shared by all stakeholders. The validity of a test should be carefully

examined especially when a test may have a tremendous impact on many stakeholders, as is the
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case with AP exams.

According to Cronbach and Meehl (1955), test validity has traditionally been discussed
by referring to three major types of validity: content validity, construct validity, and criterion-
related validity. Content validity concerns how relevant the test items or tasks are in the domain
of interest and how well these items or tasks cover the domain of interest (J. D. Brown, 2005).
Content validity is often evaluated based on judgements by content experts. Construct validity
concerns the extent to which the test scores and performances can be accounted for by the target
construct. J. D. Brown (2005) explains that a construct is “an attribute, proficiency, ability, or
skill” (p. 226) which is a trait of an individual but is not always directly observable. Thus, in
order to judge whether a test taker has a certain trait or not, a test user needs to draw inferences
based on test scores. Construct validity studies examine the degree to which the inferences drawn
from the test scores are justifiable as indirect indicators of the trait in question. Criterion-oriented
validity concerns the degree to which the test scores are correlated with scores on another
measure. A well-respected measure of the same construct is typically chosen for comparison.
When both tests are administered at approximately the same time, the study evaluates concurrent
validity. When the two tests are administered at different times, the correlational study
investigates predictive validity. In the traditional approach to test validity, these aforementioned
types of validity evidence are conceptualized as alternatives (Messick, 1989a). However,
Messick (1989a) argues that different varieties of validity evidence should instead be treated as
supplements to others. He integrates content and criterion-related validity under construct
validity as they all concern how well the test functions as intended. Furthermore, Messick
(1989a) claims that the traditional approach to test validity is not comprehensive enough because

it ignores “the consequential basis of test validity” (p. 17); he proposes a more comprehensive
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and unified view of validity.

Messick considers that “[v]alidity is not a property of the test or assessment as such, but
rather of the meaning of the test scores” (1995, p. 741). He defines validity as “an integrated
evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support
the adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test scores or other modes
of assessment” [emphasis in original] (Messick, 1989a, p. 13). He further argues that test
validation should go beyond investigation of the traditional sense of construct validity. Under
Messick’s (1980, 1989a, 1995) unified validity framework, validity is classified into four
dimensions, as illustrated in Figure 1 below. The evidential basis of test interpretation is
construct validity. The evidential basis of test use focuses on the relevance and utility of the test,
and technical quality of test items in a specific setting for a specific purpose. The consequential
basis of test interpretation highlights the value implications reflected in a construct label, the
underlying theory of the construct, and the ideologies embedded in the theory. The consequential
basis of test use sheds light on both actual and potential social consequences in a specific setting
regardless of whether the consequences are intended or unintended ones. These ethical
components of test validation are distinguishing features of Messick’s (1980, 1989a, 1995)

framework.
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Test interpretation Test use

. . . 1 Construct validity
Evidential basis Construct validity + Relevance/utility
Construct validity

Construct validity + Relevance/utility

Consequential basis + Value implications + Value implications

+ Social consequences

Figure 1. Facets of validity in the unified validity framework. Adapted from Messick (1995, p.
748).

Figure 1 may give the impression that relevance, value implication, and social
consequences are supplemental issues to be considered for test validity. However, it is perhaps
more appropriate to consider construct validity as an overarching element which integrates
different dimensions of validity. Messick’s view of construct validity is more extensive than the
traditional view of construct validity. He lists the following six aspects as general validity criteria
for construct validity: content, substantive, structural, generalizability, external, and
consequential aspects. Similar to the traditional sense of content validity, the content aspect of
construct validity concerns primarily with the relevance and representativeness of test content. In
education, this concern is usually addressed by examining curriculum, tasks, and the domain
theory. The content aspect also includes assessment of the technical quality of a test such as task
format, clarity of instructions, and model responses. The substantive aspect is interested in the
extent to which theoretical rationales can account for the observed response consistency and the
process employed by the test takers in the assessment tasks. Messick claims that the
representativeness of the response process in which the test takers actually engage during the
assessment task is another important factor in evaluating construct validity. The structural aspect

of validity assesses “the fidelity of the scoring structure to the structure of the construct domain
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at issue” (Messick, 1995, p. 745). In other words, the dimensions and nature measured in the test
should reflect the dimensions and nature of the construct domain so that the observed scores can
be properly interpreted in terms of the construct theory. The generalizability aspect addresses to
what extent score properties and interpretations can be generalized to different populations, tasks,
and settings which includes different occasions, raters, and scoring structures. The external
aspect of validity addresses convergent and divergent (discriminant) evidence through multitrait-
multimethod comparisons. These are comparisons of the measure at hand with other measures
which employ different measurement methods for the same construct and with those which are
designed for different constructs. Convergent evidence can be obtained when the instruments
which are designed to measure the same construct correlate highly among themselves and
divergent evidence will be obtained when the instruments intended for different constructs do not
have high correlations. Lastly, the consequential aspect of construct validity examines “the value
implications of score interpretation as a basis for action as well as the actual and potential
consequences of test use, especially in regard to sources of invalidity related to issues of bias,
fairness, and distributive justice” (Messick, 1995, p. 745). Based on these descriptions of validity
aspects in Messick’s unified validity framework, test validity means construct validity, and the
seemingly additional elements (for example, positive social consequences) in each cell in Figure
1 are rather focal points within the construct validity for the particular facet, instead of elements
that are separate from construct validity. Hence, Messick’s unified validity approach allows us to
contemplate the appropriateness of score interpretations and test use from much broader
perspectives than the traditional validity framework.

Although Messick’s unified validity framework presents a useful conceptual map of test

validity, the application of this framework to performance assessment is not so simple compared

34



to traditional fixed response assessments. It may be an overwhelming and unfeasible
undertaking for most practitioners as it involves more variables, including raters, rating scales,
and interlocutors, in addition to test item/tasks. Furthermore, Messick did not present clear
guidelines and logic for validation (Bachman, 2005; Kane, 2001; Moss, 1992; Norris, 2008;
Shepard, 1993). Drawing upon Messick’s unified validity framework, more extended validation
frameworks have been proposed by other researchers. In the field of educational measurement,
Kane (1992, 2006) proposed an argument-based approach to validity by integrating Toulmin’s
(2003) approach to practical reasoning; he presents more rigorous logic and detailed guidelines
to collect validity evidence in order to justify the test use in a local context. Meanwhile, in the
field of language testing, Bachman and Palmer (1996) presented a test usefulness framework.
They modified and reorganized the different aspects of construct validity in the unified validity
framework so that it better fits to the context of language testing. Bachman and Palmer (2010)
later proposed a new validation approach called an assessment use argument. An assessment use
argument applies Toulmin’s (2003) approach to practical reasoning like Kane’s argument-based
approach, and it presents detailed guidelines for collecting validity evidence in a specific context
of language testing. Since the overarching goal of the present study is to explore validity of the
AP Japanese exam and its broader influences on stakeholders rather than specific influences in a
local context, the present study situates itself in Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness
framework.
Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) Model of Test Usefulness

Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) model of test usefulness consists of six factors: reliability,
construct validity, authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and practicality. Note that instead of

using construct validity as an overarching label for different aspects of validity (i.e., content,
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substantive, structural, generalizability, external, and consequential aspects), they use labels that
are more intuitive for test developers and practicing teachers. In this sense, the term construct
validity in the test usefulness framework may be closer to the traditional notion of construct
validity. In their test usefulness model, Bachman and Palmer (1996) argue that test developers
should maximize the overall usefulness of the test instead of the individual factors. Since these
factors are interrelated, it is important to find the appropriate balance among the different factors
in order to achieve the maximum level of usefulness. However, the appropriate balance cannot
be prescribed, thus it is ultimately decided by test developers subjectively based on all evidence
available to them. In their book, Bachman and Palmer (1996) list a series of questions to guide
test developers through the evaluation process of test usefulness.

Reliability is the first quality of test usefulness. Reliability is related to the consistency or
stability of measurement. It corresponds to the generalizability aspect of validity in Messick’s
framework. Reliability is an essential quality for test users to make valid inferences on
examinees’ language ability based on their test scores. Bachman and Palmer (1996) suggest
considering reliability in relation to a variety of factors such as setting, test items or input, rubric,
and expected response because these are all potential sources of error variance. In order to obtain
reliable test scores, test developers need to identify sources of measurement error in a given
context and find ways to eliminate or minimize their influence on test scores. Several strategies
are commonly used to estimate current level of test reliability. These strategies will be discussed
later in Chapter 3.

Construct validity is the second quality of test usefulness. It is defined as “the extent to
which we can interpret a given test score as an indicator of the ability(ies), or construct(s), we

want to measure” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 21). Here the notion of construct validity is
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related to the content, substantive, structural, and external aspects of validity in Messick’s
(1989a) framework. Bachman and Palmer (1996) claim that the construct validity of score
interpretations should be considered in two aspects: the construct definition and test task
characteristics. For a test to be useful, the construct should be defined clearly and unambiguously.
The construct can be defined based on a theoretical model of language competence or based on
the specific components of language competence that are included in instruction. Either way, the
defined construct should be relevant and directly related to the purpose of the test. Furthermore,
the scoring procedures should reflect the construct definition. With regards to test task
characteristics, Bachman and Palmer (1996) argue that they should correspond to the
characteristics of target language use (TLU) tasks outside of the test itself. One way to achieve a
higher level of correspondence between test tasks and target language use tasks is to conduct a
needs analysis of potential test takers. Moreover, Bachman and Palmer (1996) argue that
language performance in test tasks should correspond to non-test language use. This idea is
closely related to authenticity, which is the next facet of test usefulness.

Authenticity is the third quality of tests in the test usefulness model. It is related to the
content aspect of validity in Messick’s (1989a) framework. The notion of authenticity has been
repeatedly discussed since the 1960s (see Lewkowicz, 2000 for overview). Bachman (1990)
identifies two aspects of authenticity: situational authenticity and interactional authenticity.
Situational authenticity is related to the extent to which test tasks replicate “real-life” language
use tasks in terms of their context and content. Interactional authenticity is related to the
correspondence among test method facets, expected response channel, and the nature of language
abilities. For instance, if language proficiency is conceptualized as multi-componential, more

interactionally authentic tests employ test tasks that can elicit appropriate responses to observe
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those components and rate them accordingly. In Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness
framework, these two aspects of authenticity are separated into two test usefulness factors:
authenticity and interactiveness. In the test usefulness model, authenticity is defined as “the
degree of correspondence of the characteristics of a given language test task to the features of a
TLU task” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 23). By TLU tasks, they mean tasks in non-test
situations. TLU tasks may take place in a real-life domain or a language instruction domain. In
real-life TLU tasks, the target language is used for communication outside of the classroom. In a
language instructional domain, target language is used for teaching and learning of the target
language. Regardless, the point is that features of the test tasks should match with features of
tasks in non-test situations. Bachman and Palmer (1996) provide a checklist to help test
developers describe TLU tasks and test tasks so that they can evaluate the degree of
correspondence between TLU tasks and test tasks systematically. The checklist prompts test
developers to consider characteristics of the setting, input, expected response, and relationship
between input and response. While recognizing the usefulness of this checklist, Lewkowicz
(2000) points out that it may be difficult or impractical to characterize all relevant TLU tasks. In
addition to systematic examination of TLU tasks and test tasks, Backman and Palmer (1996)
suggest examining authenticity also from test takers’ point of view. They claim that test takers’
perception of authenticity may impact their performance. Lewkowicz (2000) also states that
perception of authenticity may vary among different stakeholders and perceived importance of
authenticity may also vary among different stakeholders. Thus Lewkowicz (2000) argues that
examination of perceived authenticity among different stakeholders may be informative in

determining minimum acceptable level of authenticity.
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The fourth quality in the model of test usefulness is interactiveness. This quality is related
to the substantive and structural aspects of validity in Messick’s (1989a) framework and of
interactional authenticity described earlier. Bachman and Palmer (1996) define interativeness as
“the extent and type of involvement of the test takers’ individual characteristics in accomplishing
a test task” (p.25). They explain that language ability, affective schemata, and topical knowledge
need to be particularly considered in the context of language testing. If a task requires a high
level of involvement in these aspects, the level of interactiveness of the task is generally
considered high. However, that does not necessarily make a test useful. We want to observe a
high level of interactiveness for specific test taker variables according to construct definition.
Test tasks should minimize the involvement of construct irrelevant test taker variables. In this
sense, interactiveness is closely related to construct validity.

The fifth quality in the test usefulness model is impact. This quality is related to
Messick’s (1989a) notion of consequential validity and often discussed as washback on learning
and teaching (e.g., Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; A. Green, 2013; Shohamy, Donitsa-Schmidt,
& Ferman, 1996; Wall & Alderson, 1993). Bachman and Palmer (1996) explain that the impact
of a test can be evaluated at a micro level and a macro level. The micro level impact is observed
at the level of individual stakeholders such as test takers, teachers, test users, decision makers,
and future test takers. The biggest impact maybe observed in test takers. Bachman and Palmer
(1996) list three aspects of impact on test takers: a) their areas of language knowledge may be
affected by the experience of taking and preparing for the test; b) they may receive some
feedback about their performance on the test; ¢) some decision will be made about them based on
their test scores. Similarly, teachers may be influenced by tests when they consider the content

and method of instruction, when they evaluate their language program, and when some decisions
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are made about them based on the test scores. Nevertheless, Wall and Alderson (1993) strongly
argue that we cannot simply assume that tests will have an impact on learning and teaching, and
that the type and extent of the impact varies significantly in each local context. Thus, they
suggest investigating the impact of a particular test in specific areas in a local context. The macro
level impact is observed at the level of an educational system or society. The test developers
need to consider what kind of social goals and values a particular test reflects and what kind of
social consequences it may have when decisions are made based on the test scores. This is
especially true for high-stakes or large-scale testing. Bachman (1990) states that “tests are not
developed and used in a value-free psychometric test-tube; they are virtually always intended to
serve the needs of an educational system or of society at large” (p. 279). When we analyze the
possible consequences of a test, Bachman and Palmer (1996, p. 35) suggest listing the intended
uses and potential consequences as completely as possible, ranking these possible outcomes by
desirability, and collecting information about the likelihood of these outcomes.

The sixth and last quality in the test usefulness framework is practicality. Practicality is a
critical issue for testing since we simply cannot afford the test if it is not practical. This is a
quality that distinguishes Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) framework from Messick’s (1989a)
framework. Bachman and Palmer (1996) define practicality as “the relationship between the
resources that will be required in the design, development, and use of the test and the resources
that will be available for these activities” (p. 36). Several types of resources need to be taken into
account when we evaluate the practicality of a given test; this includes human resources (i.e., test
writers, raters, test administrators, technical support staff, etc.), physical resources (i.e., space,

equipment, and materials), time for test development and administration, and financial resources.
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Bachman and Palmer (1996) suggest that test developers should consider practicality in relation
to other test qualities mentioned above and allocate resources that are available.

In summary, Bachman and Palmer (1996) propose six test qualities in their model of test
usefulness. These are reliability, construct validity, authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and
practicality. Although high quality for all six aspects is desirable, it is simply not possible as
these qualities are interrelated, and some compromises will be necessary. Therefore, we need to
find ways to maximize overall usefulness of the test by balancing these six test qualities.
Previous Studies on the AP World Languages and Cultures Exams

Several validity studies have been conducted for the AP world language and culture
exams in the past, most of which were led by researchers who were affiliated with the College
Board or ETS. Each of these studies touches on a few different test qualities in Bachman and
Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness model. The first type of research is related to authenticity, which
concerns the degree of correspondence between test tasks and non-test tasks. Since the general
purpose of an AP exam is to measure student achievement in the AP course that is equivalent to
that of an introductory-level college one in a given subject, evidence for authenticity has
typically been obtained through curriculum surveys of the current state of college instruction for
a particular subject at a target level. Results from such curriculum surveys offer critical
information to AP Development Committees so that they can design tasks and create questions
comparable to college courses and standards. Although the College Board states that curriculum
surveys take place from time to time (Tohsaku, 2009), the results are not usually published. For
instance, Baum (2007b) mentioned that the college curriculum survey for the AP Japanese exam
was conducted sometime between 2004 and 2007, but the results were not published. One

exception is Bischof’s (2005) report for the AP German exam. He collected curriculum survey
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responses from 79 college-level instructors who were teaching third-year German courses. The
survey questions asked, for example, how much each of the four language skills is weighted in
the final course grade, and what type of activities are frequently used in class. Bischof (2005)
confirmed that the weighting of the four language skills in the AP German exam aligned with the
weighting in third-year college level courses. Regarding the types of test tasks, Bischof (2005)
also confirmed that they were mostly in agreement with the types of class activities. However,
the survey results show that only 14% of the instructors used cloze passages frequently. Based on
this result, the AP German Development Committee decided to eliminate the cloze passages
from the multiple-choice section from 2004. Also, although poetry was not a type of reading
material used in the AP German exam at the time, the survey results showed that poetry was
frequently used for reading activities in third-year German courses (55%). Hence the
Development Committee agreed that poetry may be used for short reading passages in the exams.
Furthermore, the survey results revealed that 53% of the college instructors in a third-year
German course frequently use authentic, unmodified texts, and that 22% of them often use
authentic, annotated texts for reading. Thus, the Development Committee agreed that authentic,
unmodified texts with limited glossaries would be more appropriate for future reading passages.
Bischof’s (2005) study demonstrated that the curriculum survey results can influence a variety of
decisions that AP Development Committees make when they design exams. These range from
more macro-level decisions such as the weighting of the four language skills to more micro-level
decisions such as the use of annotation in reading passages. Although the results of the
curriculum survey for the AP Japanese exam were not released, Bischof’s (2005) study provides
a glimpse of how the curriculum surveys for AP world language exams are conducted and how

the information from the curriculum surveys is generally used by AP Development Committees.
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The next group of studies focus on the construct validity and interactiveness of AP exams.
They investigated the match between the dimensions of the construct of interest and the
dimensions actually measured in the test by analyzing the internal structure of a measure—the
relationships among test takers’ responses—using a confirmatory factor analysis. For instance,
Morgan and Mazzeo (1988) investigated the internal covariance structure of the 1987 AP French
language exam in four types of test takers, including “standard” AP students who had no French
language background, the “special” AP students who had spent at least one month in a French
speaking country, another group of “special” AP students who were speaking or listening to
French at home regularly, and the “standard” college students. Note that most AP world
language exam related studies categorize their participants into at least two groups based on their
language background: a “standard” group and a “special” group. Students in the “standard”
group experienced the target language predominantly in class. Meanwhile, students in the
“special” group have lived in a country where the target language is spoken for more than a
month or two® and/or speak or hear the target language regularly at home. The 1987 AP French
language exam was designed to measure French proficiency through multiple-choice listening
and reading sections and free-response writing and speaking sections. The listening section
included two types of questions: “Reply to a remark or question” and listening comprehension.
The reading section consisted of “language structure” and reading comprehension. The writing
section was comprised of short answer writing and essay. The speaking section included
“directed responses” and “picture story.” Using a series of confirmatory factor analysis models,

Morgan and Mazzeo (1988) found that overall the exam measured at least four latent dimensions

¢ The exact length of stay in the target language speaking country to requisite for the special group may differ
among AP world language exams.
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that were associated with the four language skills in all subpopulations as intended. However, the
exam seemed to measure the skills “on slightly different scales, with differing degrees of
measurement precision” (p. 21) between the “standard” and the “special” groups. Morgan and
Mazzeo (1988) also found that the multiple-choice “language structure” section measured a
dimension similar to the writing tasks. In other words, the language structure and reading
comprehension sections did not form a single factor, contrary to the AP French Development
Committee’s intention. Based on this result, Morgan and Mazzeo (1988) suggested the
Development Committee eliminate the language structure section and expand the reading and/or
writing sections, or reconsider the weighting of the subsections so that they can assign equal
weight to the four language skills. Although it is unknown when the AP French Development
Committee changed the format of the exam based on the results from Morgan and Mazzeo’s
(1988) study, the latest AP French language exam does not include the language structure section.
Ginther and Stevens (1995) appraised the 1989 AP Spanish language exam by examining
whether the four-factor exam structure (listening, reading, writing, and speaking) was constant
across five subgroups of AP Spanish students with different first-language and ethnic profiles.
The five subgroups included Latin Spanish-speaking, Mexican Spanish-speaking, White English-
speaking, and Black English-speaking groups. Using a confirmatory factor analysis, Ginther and
Stevens (1995) found that the existing exam structure was a good fit for all groups. However,
they found significant differences in factor loadings, variances, and covariances among the
groups. The variance of the speaking factor for Spanish-speaking groups was much lower than
other factors, meaning Spanish-speaking examinees were much more homogenous. This was not
the case for English-speaking examinees. Furthermore, they found much weaker relationships

among the four factors for Spanish-speaking examinees than for English-speaking examinees.
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Ginther and Stevens (1995) explain that

[g]lobal or “general language proficiency” configuration of skills appears more likely to

be characteristic of language learners at lower levels of development. As either native or

non-native speakers of a second or foreign language reach high levels of proficiency, the

factors involved may become more distinct. (p. 189)
Based on these results, Ginther and Stevens (1995) argue that the use of AP composite scores is
“misleading” and that examinees’ language background should be taken into account when
interpreting test scores. They recommend using the AP Spanish language exam for placement
purposes rather than granting credits. Ginther and Stevens’s (1995) study seems to suggest that
scores broken down by language skill may be more useful than the composite score for advanced
placement, yet they are still not available today. To the present researcher’s knowledge, Ginther
and Stevens’s (1995) study is one of a few AP world language exam validity studies that
attempted to examine differential exam functioning based on test takers’ background, and thus
brought attention to the generalizability and consequential aspects of validity.

The third group of studies approached construct validity from a slightly different angle.
They were interested in the external aspect of construct validity and they conducted college
comparability studies (Arendt & Morgan, 1995; Baum, 2007a, 2007b; Bischof et al., 2004;
Liskin-Gasparro et al., 1979; Modu et al., 1975; Modu & Weeks, 1982; Wimmers & Morgan,
1990), which account for the majority of previous validity studies on AP world language exams.
Since ETS is involved in these comparability studies, they share very similar research designs.
They all compared AP exam scores of college students and high school students, and they
examined each group’s AP score distribution in relation to a distribution of college students’

final course grades. All these studies concluded that the AP exams under the studies set more
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rigorous standards than their college counterparts, so AP scores are appropriate for awarding
credit, advanced placement, and/or course exemption at the college-level. They touch on the
potential impact of AP exams and attempt to ensure that AP exam scores are appropriate for
making various decisions regarding examinees.

Early comparability studies (Liskin-Gasparro et al., 1979; Modu et al., 1975; Modu &
Weeks, 1982) only administered the multiple-choice sections of AP exams to college students.
For example, Modu, et al. (1975) administered the multiple-choice listening and reading sections
of the 1974 AP French language exam to college students in second-year and third-year French
courses (n = 826 and 460, respectively) and compared their mean scores with those of AP French
students (n = 1370) ’. Although Modu, et al. (1975) used only the multiple-choice section of the
AP French exam in their study, they argue that “the results of this study would not have been
substantially different had the writing and speaking section also been administered to college
students” (pp. 1015-1016) due to the strong correlations between the multiple-choice section and
the free response section of the 1974 AP French language exam (r = .77), and between the
multiple-choice section and the total composite score (7 =.95). In addition, the reliability of the
multiple-choice section of the exam calculated by KR-20 was .91, indicating that it was quite
reliable. Liskin-Gasparro, et al. (1979) carried out a comparability study for the first AP Spanish
language exam in 1977. They administered the multiple-choice listening, reading, vocabulary,
and structure sections of the 1977 AP Spanish language exam to college students in second-year

and third-year Spanish language courses (n = 828 and 440, respectively) and compared their

7 Modu, et al. (1975) used “a correction formula for guessing. Being comprised of four-option multiple-choice
questions, the objective examination was scored for the total right answers minus one-third of the total wrong
answers for each candidate. Omitted answers did not count as wrongs and negative formula scores were retained as
zeros” (pp. 1017-1018).
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mean scores® with those of AP Spanish language students (z = 1312). In a similar vein, Modu
and Weeks (1982) conducted a comparability study by administering a shorter version of the
multiple-choice listening, reading, vocabulary, and structure sections on the 1980 AP German
exam to college students in second- and third- year German language courses (n =227 and 218,
respectively). After Modu, et al. (1975), Liskin-Gasparro, et al. (1979), and Modu and Weeks’s
(1982) reports, more comparability studies were conducted for other AP world language exams,
including French (Wimmers & Morgan, 1990), German (Arendt & Morgan, 1995), Chinese
(Baum, 2007a) and Japanese (Baum, 2007b). Findings from these studies are generally
consistent with the earlier studies, concluding that the AP grading standards are more stringent
than those used in corresponding college courses. However, one noteworthy difference in recent
comparability studies is that recent studies administered the free-response sections in addition to
the multiple-choice section. For instance, Wimmers and Morgan (1990) used the entire 1987 AP
French exam. Arendt and Morgan (1995) used the multiple-choice listening and reading sections
and the free-response speaking section of the 1993 AP German exam. Baum (2007a)
administered a portion of the AP Chinese exam including free-response items.

Regarding Japanese language specifically, Baum (2007b) conducted a college
comparability study using a subset of the 2007 AP Japanese exam when the AP Japanese exam
was first administered to high school students. The exam used in Baum (2007b) was comprised
of 14 multiple-choice items for listening, 17 multiple-choice items for reading, 2 tasks for
writing, and 2 tasks for speaking. A total of 457 students from 18 colleges and universities

participated in this study. The multiple-choice sections were scored by computer and the free-

8 Liskin-Gasparro, et al. (1979) used the same a correction formula for guessing as Modu, et al. (1975) .
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response section was rated during the AP reading in 2007 along with the actual 2007 AP
Japanese candidates’ responses using the same scoring guidelines. Baum (2007b) also asked
Japanese instructors at the participating institutions to grade their own students’ performance on
the AP Japanese exam. Table 5 shows the results from Baum’s study (Baum, 2007b, p. 28).
Table 5

Comparison of AP Japanese Exam Scores from Baum (2007b)

College students AP students (Standard group)
Mean Mean .
Exam grade AP score AP grade AP score Cut point
A 96 5 110 98
B 83 4 90 84
C 61 3 72 62
D 52 2 58 54
F N/A 1 40 N/A

Note. The exam used for this comparability study had a total of 144 points.

The letter grades in the exam grade column indicate grades that the college instructors
assigned to their own students. A “mean AP score” indicates an average of total AP scores in
each subgroup. AP grades indicate final AP Japanese exam grades that AP Japanese students
officially received. The results show that the “standard” AP Japanese group in every AP grade
level outperformed their college counterparts. Although Baum (2007b) did not mention if the
differences in the mean composite scores were statistically significant, the results of his study
suggest that AP Japanese students are comparable to college students at least in ability.

The information from the periodic college comparability studies is used to adjust cut-
points to ensure that the AP exam standards reflect current college standards. The most recent

case of cut-point adjustment was reported for the AP French, German, and Spanish exams. As a
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result of Bischof, Baum, Casabianca, Morgan, Rabitea, and Tateneni’s (2004) joint

comparability study, the following changes were made:

1.

In Spanish, the cut points used to determine the AP grades of 3, 4, and 5 were
increased by five points on the 180-point scale for the 2002 exam. As a result, in 2002,
three to four percent fewer of the standard- group students than in 2001 received AP
grades of 3 or higher and 4 or higher.

In German, the cut-points used to determine the AP grades of 3, 4, and 5 were
decreased by 10 to 14 points on the 200-point scale for the 2002 exam. This resulted
in seven percent more standard-group students than in 2001 receiving grades of 4 or
higher than in 2001, and four percent more standard-group students than in 2001
receiving grades of 3 or higher.

In French, the cut points used to determine the AP grades of 3 and 4 were decreased
by three points on the 160-point scale for the 2002 exam. This resulted in three
percent more standard-group students than in 2001 receiving grades of 3 or higher

and 4 or higher. (College Board, 2016b, para. 4)

The last group of research is related to the impact of AP world language and culture

exams and is comprised of predictive validity studies. These studies investigated the relationship

between AP grades and college success. Despite many predictive validity studies conducted for a

variety of AP subjects in the past (see Patterson, Packman, & Kobrin, 2011), only three studies

included AP world languages (Hargrove et al., 2008; Patterson et al., 2011; Willingham &

Morris, 1986). Willingham and Morris (1986) tracked 1,115 AP students, including 157 students

who took the AP French, German, Latin, or Spanish exam, for four years in private liberal arts

colleges and compared their college experience and academic achievement with non-AP students
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who had matching preadmission profiles. Although they did not make comparisons by individual
subjects, Willingham and Morris (1986) found that AP students outperformed non-AP students
overall based on the analyses on the aggregated data. Patterson, et al. (2011) also investigated the
relationship between students’ AP exam grades and college grade point averages in nine subject
areas including world languages. They found that AP students with a score of 2—5 generally
outperformed non-AP world language students in college. Patterson, et al.’s (2011) study
included French, German, Italian, Spanish, and Latin data; however, these sets of data were
aggregated as world languages for analysis. Furthermore, it turned out that Patterson, et al.
(2011) did not match the subject in comparison precisely when they calculated college world
language GPAs. This means that the target language of the AP exam may have been different
from the target language of the college courses in their study. Therefore, this does not provide a
clear picture of predictive validity for individual AP world language exams. Hargrove, et al.
(2008) also compared AP students and non-AP students who had matching academic and
socioeconomic profiles. They examined seven AP subjects including AP Spanish Language.
Based on the subject-specific analyses, they found that the AP Spanish students outperformed
non-AP students in college-level Spanish courses on most of the measures of college success.
Compared to Willingham and Morris (1986) and Patterson, et al. (2011), Hargrove, et al. (2008)
provided much more focused results for the AP Spanish language exam, though their sample was
much narrower since the participants were all public high school graduates in Texas. Despite
these drawbacks, the significance of Hargrove, et al. (2008), Patterson, et al. (2011), and
Willingham & Morris’ (1986) studies is that they tapped into the issue of impact on individual
examinees and test score utility. By providing the evidence that AP scores are positively

correlated with college grades and college success, these studies provide some evidence that
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placement decisions can be made appropriately based on AP exam scores and that there are some
benefits in using AP exam scores when making college admission decisions.

The above literature review has revealed that previous AP world language-related studies
addressed the authenticity, construct validity, interactiveness, and impact of AP world language
exams, though not very extensively. In addition, the previous literature has not paid much
attention to reliability/generalizability and practicality of AP world language and culture exam
scores. Furthermore, the review of literature suggests that more comprehensive research is
necessary even for those aspects that have already been addressed. With respect to construct
validity, no previous study examined candidates’ actual performance samples from free response
items although test scores for free-response items have been analyzed. A more comprehensive
study of construct validity should analyze not only test scores but also actual performance
samples in order to investigate whether each item elicits language samples as intended. The
previous studies evaluated authenticity of AP world language exams based on the results of
college curriculum surveys and content experts’ judgement. However, none of the studies has
examined the level of correspondence between test input material (e.g., speaking prompts,
reading text, and listening prompts) and non-test language use. This indicates that more research
from a variety of angles is still needed for different aspects of AP world language and culture

€xams.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter discusses the three methodological frameworks for the present study. First,
this chapter will introduce mixed methods research and discuss its philosophical stance,
rationales, inquiry logics, and legitimation strategies. This chapter will then discuss the role of
discourse analysis in language testing research and review literature on features of spoken
language. Lastly, this chapter will introduce measurement theories that can be used to analyze
performance assessment including the generalizability theory and many-facet Rasch
measurement (Linacre, 1989, 1994)
Mixed Methods Research

Broadly speaking, mixed methods research is a type of research that “collects and
analyzes data, integrates the findings, and draws inferences using both qualitative and
quantitative approaches or methods in a single study or a program of inquiry” (Tashakkori &
Creswell, 2007b, p. 4). It is often categorized under multimethod research; however, a key
difference between mixed methods research and other types of multimethod research is the
former specifically draws on both qualitative and quantitative methods, not multiple methods of
the same strand. Mixing methods from different strands in one study is not a new concept
(Fielding & Fielding, 1986; Greene et al., 1989). However, it was not until the late-1980s that the
term “mixed methods research” emerged and started to draw more attention among scholars
(Caracelli & Greene, 1997; Greene et al., 1989).

It has traditionally been believed that research can be classified into two research
paradigms: quantitative research and qualitative research. These two paradigms have their

distinct philosophical and methodological characteristics, and thus many scholars believed that
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these two paradigms could not be reconcilable. The incompatibility of these paradigms was
particularly emphasized during the “paradigm war” in the 1980s (Gage, 1989). Meanwhile, some
researchers questioned the qualitative-quantitative distinction, arguing that it oversimplifies what
practitioners actually do in research and that it is not productive for human inquiry (Grotjahn,
1986; Schwandt, 2006). In fact, Greene et al. (1989) reported that many studies did combine
quantitative and qualitative methods for practical purposes such as triangulation,
complementarity, and expansion even during the paradigm war. Some researchers (J. D. Brown,
2004; R. B. Johnson et al., 2007; Newman & Benz, 1998) claim that qualitative research and
quantitative research rather form a continuum with pure qualitative research on one end and pure
quantitative research on the other, instead of being two separate paradigms. They explain that
any given study would fall somewhere on the continuum. In some studies, qualitative methods
may be more dominant than quantitative methods, or vice versa. In other studies, qualitative and
quantitative methods may have equal status. R. B. Johnson et al. (2007) explain that mixed
methods research broadly covers any studies that fall between the two ends of the continuum.
Since the term “mixed methods research” was established in the late 1980s, the field has
developed immensely. With its increased recognition, the first issue of Journal of Mixed
Methods Research was published in 2007. Greene (2006) proposed that mixed method research
has a distinct methodological framework consisting with four domains: a) philosophical
assumptions and stances, b) inquiry logics (e.g., methods, design, data analysis, and inquiry
criteria), ¢) guidelines for practice (e.g., what, how, and when to mix), and d) sociopolitical
commitments (e.g., political stances and value commitments). These domains have been
explored by mixed methods research methodologists (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Based on

Greene’s (2006) framework and the survey of 19 separate definitions by leading mixed methods
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research methodologists, R. B. Johnson et al. (2007) defined mixed methods research as the
following:
Mixed methods research is the research paradigm that (a) partners with the philosophy of
pragmatism in one of its forms (left, right, middle); (b) follows the logic of mixed
methods research (including the logic of the fundamental principle and any other useful
logics imported from qualitative or quantitative research that are helpful for producing
defensible and usable research findings); (c) relies on qualitative and quantitative
viewpoints, data collection, analysis, and inference techniques combined according to the
logic of mixed methods research to address one’s research question(s); and (d) is
cognizant, appreciative, and inclusive of local and broader sociopolitical realities,
resources, and needs. (p. 129)
With its distinct methodological framework, mixed methods research is now considered to be the
third research paradigm along with qualitative and quantitative research (Greene, 2008; R. B.
Johnson et al., 2007; R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). New
terminologies and their definitions are created for the field of mixed methods research in order to
emphasize newly emerging concepts such as method integration and to avoid confusion with
already established terminologies in traditional paradigms. It is argued that careful synthesis of
qualitative and quantitative research allows researchers to maximize strengths and minimize
weaknesses of each research method; this will likely provide “the most informative, complete,
balanced, and useful research results” (R. B. Johnson et al., 2007, p. 129).
Philosophical stance. Drawing on the classical pragmatism put forth by philosophers such as
Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, and John Dewey, proponents of mixed methods research

generally advocate a pragmatic approach to research (Feilzer, 2010; R. B. Johnson &
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Onwuegbuzie, 2004; D. L. Morgan, 2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). They claim that two
traditional paradigms, though seemingly incompatible, share a common goal of research, which
is to gain more comprehensive and insightful understanding of the issue or phenomena. Thus,
they encourage researchers to think beyond the traditional paradigms and select and/or combine
methods and procedures so that they can best answer their research questions (Caracelli &
Greene, 1997; Chaudron, 2000; D. L. Morgan, 2007). In other words, mixed method research
endorses methodological eclecticism and pluralism. It takes a needs-based and outcome-oriented
approach and it is particularly useful when researchers can find a workable solution to a practical
problem at hand. In this sense, the philosophical stance of mixed methods research seems to fit a
general goal of language testing research which is to create the most defensible language tests
while at the same time taking a variety of factors into account (J. D. Brown, 2005).

Rationales for using mixed methods research. Mixed methods research can offer a variety of
benefits (Bryman, 2006; Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Sutton, 2006; Greene et al., 1989; Reichardt
& Cook, 1979). Plano Clark and Ivankova (2016) identified five commonly argued purposes in
previous literature; they include (a) offsetting strengths and weaknesses of qualitative and
quantitative methods, (b) triangulating different methods for more valid conclusions, (c)
generating more complementary results to cover different facets of an issue, (d) developing more
refined conclusions, and (e) challenging oppression in society from a social justice perspective.
Although it is generally believed that the combination of qualitative and quantitative methods
can accomplish more than a single method alone, what exactly it accomplishes differs from study
to study. Thus, each researcher should clearly layout rationales for using mixed methods research
in his or her study and illustrate how and how much more it contributes to our understanding of

an issue compared to a single method (Creswell & Tashakkori, 2008; Plano Clark & Ivankova,
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2016). Mixed methods research brings benefits as well as challenges to researchers. A major
challenge in conducting a mixed methods study is merging analysis of qualitative and
quantitative data and providing an integrated analysis (Bryman, 2006). Even when a study
includes both qualitative and quantitative components, findings from each component tend to be
treated as a separate domain (Greene et al., 1989) because of a variety of reasons including
different audience expectations (Bryman, 2006) and the lack of practical guidelines about how to
integrate data during analysis (Greene, 2008). In this circumstance, what researchers can do in a
design stage is to clearly identify their purposes for using mixed methods in their studies, to keep
those purposes in mind during data analysis, and to revisit those purpose in reporting findings
(Bryman, 2006).
Inquiry logics. This domain is related to the issues of appropriate mixed methods research
questions, design, sampling, and data analysis. With respect to research questions, Tashakkori
and Creswell (2007a) state that good mixed methods research questions “clearly demand the use
and integration of both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods” (p. 207). They
discuss a couple different ways to write mixed methods research questions. One way is to write
an overarching question and break it down into separate quantitative and qualitative sub-
questions. Another way is to write separate quantitative and qualitative questions, then write a
mixed methods question asking how the findings from different strands relate to one another. Yet
another way is to develop research questions for each phase of a study as it evolves if it is a
sequentially organized study. The present study followed the first option since the research
questions were written based on Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness model.

Research design is one of the most actively discussed area in the field of mixed methods

research; a variety of design typologies have been proposed. Some designs are named based on
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the purpose of mixing methods, such as “convergence” or “exploratory” (Caracelli & Greene,
1997; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, 2011); others are named based on timing, such as
“concurrent” or “sequential” (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2006,
2009). A concurrent design means both qualitative and quantitative methods are used at or
around the same time and inferences are drawn based on two sets of results. In contrast, a
sequential design, means that one method in one strand (qualitative or quantitative) is employed
first and the second method in another strand is designed and employed based on the results from
the first set of data. Yet other designs are labeled with respect to the status and relationship
between the methods, such as “qualitatively driven” or “quantitatively dominant” (R. B. Johnson
& Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Morse & Niehaus, 2009). These design typologies are useful to outline
general design features of mixed methods research (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Meanwhile,
some scholars argue that these typologies are oversimplified and that they cannot capture all
possible variations and complexity in actual practice of mixed methods research (Guest, 2013; B.
Hall & Howard, 2008; Maxwell & Loomis, 2003). In particular, Guest (2013) argues that a
drawback of the current design typologies is their unit of reference. In the current typologies, the
term “design” refers to a whole research study; they are useful to describe simple research
designs. However, when the design is more complex, these typologies make researchers think
that an entire study design needs to fit into “an inadequate classification system” (p. 146). Thus
Guest (2013) argues that the unit of reference needs to be shifted from an entire study to “the
point of interface” where qualitative and quantitative data and analysis are integrated. He claims
that researchers should focus on describing the design decisions they make to address specific
research questions rather than trying to fit their study design into the existing typology. More

specifically, Guest (2013) has two recommendations in describing research design: (a) to include
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a diagram of the research design, and b) to describe “the timing and purpose of each point of
interface and the data sources involved” (p. 148). Guest (2013) is not suggesting to completely
discarding the current design typologies; yet he is encouraging researchers to include the
descriptions of timing and purpose of integration at each stage of research including data
collection, analysis, and interpretation. The present study has a relatively complex design which
does not fit a simple typology as the integration occurred in both the analysis and interpretation
stages. The timing and the purpose of integration will be explained in Chapter 4.

As for sampling strategies, mixed methods research methodologists recommend
combining probability and purposive sampling strategies (Kemper et al., 2010; Teddlie & Yu,
2007). The former is usually associated with quantitative research and the latter with qualitative
research. Probability sampling techniques are used to increase the degree to which a sample
accurately represents the population so that findings based on the sample can be generalized to a
larger population. Purposive sampling techniques are used to study specific cases of interest
closely and deeply for a variety of reasons, including theory formation and comparisons, and can
help increase the transferability of findings. Methodologists argue that the combination of
probability and purposive sampling strategies can strengthen research design. In mixed methods
research, researchers are encouraged to creatively combine different types of probability and
purposive sampling techniques in answering their research questions. Some common
combinations include sequential probability-purposive sampling, concurrent sampling, and
multilevel sampling where a probability sampling strategy and a purposive sampling strategy are
used at different levels of institutional hierarchy (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Jiao, 2006). In an
educational setting, for instance, state, school districts, school, teachers, and students are

examples of different levels.
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The combination of probability and purposive sampling techniques is highly
recommended in the mixed methods research literature; however, it does not seem to be a
requirement for mixed methods research. This is because both quantitative and qualitative data
can be generated even when a researcher relies solely on probability or purposive sampling
techniques (Kemper et al., 2010). In addition, in most social science studies, it seems difficult to
gather true probability samples since the sampling procedures must be ethical as well as feasible
and efficient (Curtis et al., 2000; Kemper et al., 2010; Teddlie & Yu, 2007). Thus, from a
pragmatic point of view, the key is to collect “defensible” data to answer research questions.
Whichever sampling strategy researchers end up using in their study, it is important for
researchers to describe their sampling strategies in detail so that other researchers can understand
and evaluate the sampling procedures and replicate the study.

Legitimation for mixed methods research. Conducting a sound study is a major goal of all
research. For instance, the quality of quantitative research is often discussed in terms of its
reliability, validity, replicability, and generalizability. Whereas the quality of qualitative research
is typically discussed in terms of dependability, credibility, confirmability and transferability (J.
D. Brown, 2004). These separate sets of terminologies are created to reflect the differing
philosophical assumptions and stances of each paradigm. In particular, the word “validity” is one
of the most commonly used terminologies to describe a sound study, yet it is a heavily loaded
term. Mixed methods research methodologists (Fetters & Molina-Azorin, 2017; Onwuegbuzie &
Johnson, 2006; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003) realized that the use of the term validity is
counterproductive in the context of mixed methods research considering its aim of integrating
both quantitative and qualitative research strands. Hence, they called for an alternative term that

both quantitative and qualitative researchers could accept. The term legitimation was coined by
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Onwuegbuzie and R. B. Johnson (2006) to represent what validity means to quantitative research
and credibility means to qualitative research.

The concept of legitimation is an extension of Teddlie and Tashakkori’s (2003) notion of
“inference quality,” which was the first term proposed to replace the word validity. Teddlie and
Tashakkori (2003) explained that inference quality of a study can be assessed in terms of its
design quality and interpretive rigor. Building on the work of Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003),
Onwuegbuzie and R. B. Johnson (2006) introduced the notion of legitimation. They argued that
research quality should be checked not only at the end of the research as an outcome but at each
stage of the research process. They explained that the concept of legitimation as a process is
crucial for mixed methods research which tends to be complex and iterative in nature. “[I]n a
sense, inference closure (i.e., being able to make definitive statements about the quality of
inferences made) might never be fully reached within a particular study or even over a series of
systematically linked studies” (p. 56). Therefore, they argue that legitimation should be
considered and practiced throughout the research process in order to enhance the research.

Onwuegbuzie and R. B. Johnson (2006, pp. 56—60) proposed nine types of legitimation
for mixed methods research: sample integration, inside-outside perspectives, weakness
minimization, sequential effect minimization, conversion, paradigmatic mixing,
commensurability of worldviews, multiple validities, and political legitimation. Sample
integration strategy means to employ both quantitative and qualitative sampling techniques for
quality meta-inferences. Inside-outside perspective strategy recommends obtaining both etic and
emic views for describing and explaining phenomena. Weakness minimization suggests that
approaches should be determined so that weaknesses of one approach will be compensated for by

strengthen of another approach. Sequential effect minimization means reducing the influence of
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method sequencing. Conversion techniques refer to whether interpretable data and quality meta-
inferences are drawn through the quantitizing or qualitizing of the data. Paradigmatic mixing
suggests combining or blending traditions and beliefs that underlie the quantitative and
qualitative approaches for quality meta-inferences. Commensurability of worldview suggests that
a third viewpoint may be created by switching between and integrating qualitative and
quantitative viewpoints. Multiple validities legitimation recommends maximizing evidence of
validity and credibility which arise from quantitative and qualitative methods. Lastly, political
legitimation strategy suggests advocating pluralism of perspectives and considering how to
maximize the degree to which the consumers of mixed method research value the inferences
stemming from both qualitative and quantitative components. Onwuegbuzie and R. B. Johnson
(2006) proposed many types of legitimation strategies; however, not all the strategies need to be
used in one study. Their legitimation typology is rather a list of points which researchers should
consider in planning, conducting, and presenting a study (J. D. Brown, 2014b). Therefore, a
researcher should choose appropriate and sufficient strategies for his or her study so as to
enhance its quality. The ultimate goal of legitimation is to make a study defensible.

Mixed methods research in language testing. Validation studies have long been taking a
quantitative stance. However, with the emergence of mixed methods research, some language
testing researchers have questioned the qualitative-quantitative dichotomy (J. D. Brown, 2004;
Chaudron, 2000; Grotjahn, 1986) and the heavy reliance on quantitative research methods
(Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Baneijee & Luoma, 1997; Lazaraton, 2002;
Milanovic & Saville, 1996). They argue that quantitative methods are not enough to fully
investigate the construct validity of a test, and that qualitative methods should also be used to

complement what quantitative methods cannot offer. In particular, Milanovic and Saville (1996)
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emphasize that both quantitative and qualitative methods are required for performance testing
since it involves many more facets than traditional multiple-choice tests and these facets interact.
From a test authenticity perspective, Bachman (1990) also suggested the use of the full range of
approaches available for validation studies. He emphasized that the process of a language test
and individual performance should also be examined in addition to the product of the language
test —test scores. As performance assessments gain more popularity in language programs, the
value of mixed methods validation studies is recognized more than ever (J. D. Brown, 2014b).

A number of mixed methods validation studies for performance assessments have been
increasing in the last few decades (Jang et al., 2014), although not all studies explicitly referred
to the literature of mixed methods research. So far, speaking assessment is the second most
popular area among mixed methods validation studies after writing assessment. The majority of
mixed methods validation studies focused on certain aspects of assessments such as rater
behaviors (Baker, 2012; Barkaoui, 2010; Kim, 2009a; Wiseman, 2012; Yan, 2014), functionality
of rating scales (DiPardo et al., 2011; Harsch & Martin, 2012), and the quality of language
samples (Xi, 2010). Only a handful of studies examined the overall validity of assessment
instruments using a mixed methods approach (Y.-J. Lee, 2005; Y.-J. Lee & Greene, 2007;
Nakatsuhara et al., 2016, 2017; Patharakorn, 2018; Youn, 2013, 2015).

With respect to rationales for mixed method research, complementarity seems to be the
most common purpose, although a few studies indicated other purposes such as triangulation
(Baker, 2012; Grabowski, 2009; Yan, 2014) or initiation/development (DiPardo et al., 2011;
Jang, 2005). In terms of inquiry logics, the majority of studies employed a cross-sectional
concurrent design; however, there are a few studies that employed other designs such as a

longitudinal concurrent design (DiPardo et al., 2011) and a sequential design (Jang, 2005;
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Patharakorn, 2018; Youn, 2013, 2015). With regards to sampling, non-probability sampling is
common across existing mixed methods validation studies. For qualitative analyses, some studies
selected subsets of data by employing stratified sampling or random sampling techniques within
the data at hand (Wiseman, 2012; Youn, 2013, 2015). Common quantitative analytic techniques
used in the previous mixed methods validation studies include correlational analysis,
generalizability theory, and many-facet Rasch measurement (Linacre, 1989); common qualitative
analytic techniques include thematic analysis, discourse analysis, and conversation analysis.

As for the point of integration, most of the previous studies with a concurrent design
analyzed quantitative and qualitative data separately and integrated findings at the discussion or
conclusion stage. A noteworthy work by Y.-J. Lee (2005; Y.-J. Lee & Greene, 2007) was done in
this respect. She investigated the relationship between ESL writing placement test scores and
academic performance through a concurrent mixed method study. Besides the separate
quantitative and qualitative analyses, she used two additional techniques to integrate quantitative
and qualitative data at the analysis stage: extreme case analysis (Caracelli & Greene, 1993) and a
joint display of the test scores with qualitative quotes. In the extreme case analysis, Lee
scrutinized the outliers from the correlational analysis using the qualitative interview and survey
data. Furthermore, by showing test scores and qualitative quotes side-by-side using a matrix, Lee
effectively presented convergent and divergent evidence across various data sets, which in turn
could become a topic for further research. Lee explained that these integrated analytic techniques
allowed her to investigate the reasons behind the overall low correlations between placement test
scores and GPA.

Youn’s (2013, 2015) study on task-based pragmatic assessment in an ESL program offers

another good example of integration. With the goal of building a validity argument (Kane, 2006),
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Youn conducted a mixed methods study. Recognizing the crucial role of a rating rubric in
ensuring the validity of performance assessment, Youn first examined a subset of language
samples produced during the two types of speaking tasks using conversation analysis. After
identifying key interactional and linguistic features that distinguished different levels of
examinees, she created data-driven rating criteria. Next, students’ performances were rated using
the rubric. Then Youn analyzed the test scores of all the examinees using the many-facet Rasch
measurement and correlational analyses to investigate how well examinees’ L2 pragmatic
abilities could be measured using the rating criteria. Youn’s choice of sequential design is very
logical and effective in integrating qualitative and quantitative strands. She provided empirical
grounds in operationalizing the construct—L2 pragmatic ability, through conversation analysis
of some performance samples; she also provided evidence for the generalizability of the rating
criteria through quantitative analyses. By sequencing two strands, she could strengthen the
validity argument.

Regarding the issue of legitimation (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006), Youn (2013, 2015)
set another good example of mixed methods language testing research. While no other mixed
methods validation studies made explicit reference to legitimation in the write-up, Youn
explicitly discussed legitimation strategies employed in her study. She addressed five types of
legitimation: sample integration, weakness minimization, sequential, convergence, and
divergence; she explained the rationales and actions she took to make her study more defensible.
The lack of explicit discussion about legitimation in other studies may be due to the space
limitation of journal articles. However, in order to highlight the fidelity and benefits of mixed
methods research over a single method research, the issue of legitimation should be addressed

more clearly in the study.
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The above review of literature on mixed methods has revealed that mixed methods can be
a very useful and powerful tool for language testing and assessment research, especially in the
context of performance assessment. It can yield more complete and meaningful findings than a
single method approach since it allows researchers to investigate various facets of performance
assessment in one study. In fact, more researchers in the area of language testing and assessment
have started to take advantage of this approach. However, simply combining quantitative and
qualitative methods does not guarantee the full benefits of mixed methods research. It is
necessary to clearly identify the purpose of the mixed methods study and carefully design the
study considering what, when, and how to integrate. Furthermore, there is a need to address the
issue of legitimation more explicitly and explain the strategies used to increase the fidelity of a
study—components lacking from many previous mixed methods validation studies.
Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis is one of the research methods often used in qualitative strands of
research. However, the term “discourse analysis” is used under different meanings in different
studies (Gee, 2011; Tannen et al., 2015). For some studies, it is a method by which to examine
the content, themes, and/or issues being discussed beyond the sentence level. For other studies, it
is a way to investigate language use. The latter type of studies can be further sub-categorized into
three groups: (a) those describing how language works in a general sense by matching language
form and function, (b) those examining how particular use of language is related to
communication structure, meaning, identity, and so forth in a specific context, and (c) those
taking a critical stance and trying to discuss social or political problems and controversies in the
world through the examination of language use (Gee, 2011). The present study primarily

followed the first subcategorized approach: discourse analysis was used to describe the language
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forms and functions used in the test takers’ performance in both conversation and presentation
tasks. Although the descriptive approach is the basic stance of the present study, test taker’s
performance and language used in the test materials were also examined in relation to pragmatic
functions and meaning in context when necessary. An evaluation of the appropriateness of the
context and content of the conversation task was done from the second subcategorized
perspective.

Role of discourse analysis in language testing. In the field of language testing, discourse
analysis is particularly helpful for evaluating two of the test qualities in Bachman and Palmer’s
(1996) test usefulness model: construct validity and authenticity. Since Canale and Swain (1980)
proposed sociolinguistic competence and Canale (1983) proposed discourse competence as a part
of communicative competence, the notion that language is a social act and language proficiency
means being able to engage in meaningful communication, beyond grammar and the sentence, is
widely recognized in the field of language teaching and learning. However, this notion of
language ability has not always been reflected in language testing practices (Kramsch, 1986;
Lantolf & Frawley, 1985; Shohamy, 1990; van Lier, 1989). If a test aims to measure test takers’
ability to use language in real-life contexts, test tasks should simulate TLU tasks as closely as
possible. When test developers adopt the notion of language as a social phenomenon, which
considers that language use is closely tied to various situational and cultural contextual factors
(Firth, 1950; Hymes, 1974; Malinowski, 1953), test tasks should also be embedded in an
appropriate and sufficient situational and cultural context just like TLU tasks. Otherwise, test
takers need to fill the gap using their own imagination. When this happens, the test will have
some issues not only with authenticity, but also with construct validity or interactiveness, since

the test measures test takers’ imaginative ability in addition to language ability (Bachman &
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Palmer, 1996). Therefore, the appropriate amount of situational and cultural information should
be laid out for test takers at a beginning of the test task. In addition to context, if the target
language speech is used in test tasks to elicit test takers’ performance, the language used in the
test task needs to be examined for the extent to which it resembles language used in real-life.
Here again the availability of situational and cultural context is essential since it is one of the
critical resources that speakers draw on to determine a speech style and use of particular
language in a real-life speech event (Cook, 1996, 1998; Maynard, 1997; Mizutani, 1979;
Okamoto, 1997). Furthermore, if the purpose of the test is to measure a real-life language skill,
the test tasks should elicit real-life language use from test takers and the elicited language
samples should be rated appropriately using real-life standards. In this sense, discourse analysis
is useful for evaluating authenticity in terms of the correspondence between the construct
definition and the actual construct that is measured on the test for construct validity, and the
correspondence between characteristics of TLU tasks and those of test tasks. In other words,
discourse analysis can provide useful information regarding gaps between what test developers
intend and what actually happens in the process of a test. This information is critical to
improving the usefulness of a test.

Evaluating a speaking test from a discourse analytic perspective. The construct validity and
authenticity of speaking tests can be examined at two levels: macro- and micro-levels. A macro-
level analysis is interested in the situational and cultural context and the nature of test tasks.
According to Halliday and Hasan (1989), the context of a situation includes elements related to
the immediate environment of the interaction, such as participants, relationship and familiarity
between participants, place, nature of the social act, purpose of the act, etc. (see Hymes, 1974);

the context of culture is a much broader background that subsumes the context of a situation.
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Elements in the context of culture include social structure, norms, and values of a particular
speech community. For instance, social status, hierarchy, in-group and out-group, and relations
of benefit are some of the concepts that are particularly relevant in Japanese culture (Mizutani,
1979; Nakane, 1967). In real-life interaction, speakers use a wide variety of contextual
information to decide if, what, how, and how much they should say something at a particular
moment in conversation. However, it is probably not practical to provide a very thick description
of situational and cultural context in a language test. Thus, the question is whether the test task
provides minimally sufficient situational and cultural information for test takers to appropriately
decide the content, manner, and extent of their responses. Moreover, the nature of test tasks itself
should also be scrutinized. If a test task is trying to simulate real-life human interactional
discourse, the test task should simulate typical discourse structure, such as openings and closings
(Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). If the domain of generalization is contact situations common for
high-school level test takers, social acts that occur during test tasks should be mundane ones.
Some types of situations and social acts are more common than others regardless of how much
the test task is contextualized. Testing examinees’ ability in uncommon situations may bring up
issues of authenticity unless the uncommon situations are specifically included in the domain of
generalization (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).

The micro-level analysis is interested in language production and language use in test
tasks and test takers’ responses. For a computer-based speaking test task like the AP Japanese
conversation task, the language used in pre-scripted prompts and test takers’ performance are the
target of analysis. In other contexts such as face-to-face interview tests, the language use of both
interviewers and test takers are the subject of analysis. The majority of previous language testing

studies that applied discourse analysis examined speech data at a micro-level to evaluate the
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construct validity and authenticity of the tests. For instance, Tominaga (2014) analyzed L2
Japanese test takers’ interactions in the ACTFL OPIs in terms of text types (e.g., discrete
sentences, string of sentences, and paragraph) and found out that the current descriptions for text
type category in the OPI rating criteria did not match with the empirical data. M. Johnson and
Tyler (1998) and M. Johnson (2000) examined interactions during the ACTFL OPIs and found
that test interactions were significantly different from natural conversation because turn-taking
and topic nomination was largely controlled by testers and the language used by testers often
lacked features of conversational involvement, which is prevalent in natural conversation.
Kasper and Ross (2007) also examined interactions during oral proficiency interviews. They
found that the interviewers frequently used multiple questions reactively and proactively to
control the interactions and to elicit ratable speech samples from the examinees. They explain
that the use of multiple questions is not common in ordinary conversation between fully
competent speakers. They further argue that interactions during oral proficiency interviews are
a type of institutional talk and are fundamentally different speech exchange systems from
ordinary conversation.

Several studies on tape-mediated language tests also employed a discourse analytic
approach at the micro-level. For example, when the German Speaking Test (GST) was
developed based on the ACTFL proficiency scale, Norris (1997) analyzed characteristics of
language samples in terms of vocabulary use, fluency, grammatical accuracy, grammatical
complexity, and comprehensibility. Although the GST elicited a wide range of evidence for
German ability in a variety of tasks, some discrepancies were found between the actual
individual performance data and descriptors in the ACTFL guidelines. Because of these

discrepancies, Norris (1997) warns that the GST scores need to be interpreted very carefully. He
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suggests that test scores should be reported in conjunction with “the thick description format
modeled by the rater rationales” (p. 157).

Other researchers applied a discourse analytic approach to investigate the construct
validity of tape-mediated tests by comparing them to the original face-to-face tests (Koike, 1998;
Luoma, 1997; O’Loughlin, 1997; Shohamy, 1994; Stansfield & Kenyon, 1992). All studies
conclude that speech produced on the tape-mediated tests may be qualitatively different from
that in the face-to-face tests, except Koike (1998), who compared monologue tasks exclusively
in two formats. For example, Stansfield and Kenyon (1992) found that language samples from
SOPI had longer turns and more frequent self-correction than those in the OPIs. Based on this,
they claim that SOPI elicits more formal speech than the OPI. Shohamy (1994) and O’Loughlin
(1997) compared elicited speech in regards to several features including lexical density,
prosodic/paralinguistic features, contextualization, and discourse markers. Both studies reported
that lexical density, which is a percentage of lexical items in a speech unit, was higher in tape-
mediated tests than in face-to-face tests. This means speech samples from the tape-mediated tests
had higher information density than its counter parts. In other words, the tape-mediated tests
elicited more written-language-like features in terms of lexical density (Halliday, 1989).
Shohamy (1994) found that the utterances in SOPI were comprised of 60% lexical items and
40% grammatical items, whereas the utterances in the OPI samples were comprised of 40%
lexical items and 60% grammatical items. O’Loughlin (1997) also found that the SOPI
utterances had statistically higher lexical density than the OPI utterances, though the difference
was not as large as Shohamy’s (1994) results. With regard to prosodic/paralinguistic features,
both Shohamy (1994) and O’Loughlin (1997) found that face-to-face tests included greater

variety of intonation and voice quality than tape-mediated tests. O’Loughlin (1997) found that
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this difference was greater for role-play tasks than monologic tasks. However, Shohamy (1994)
and O’Loughlin (1997) reported different results with regards to contextualization. Shohamy
(1994) found that the OPI samples included more signs of contextualization including
expressions of embarrassment, laughter, and drawing the attention of the interlocutor. On the
other hand, O’Loughlin (1997) found that few instances of contextualization were observed
regardless of the test types. He explains that this was probably because the tester’s utterance was
scripted and tightly controlled, and the tester only provided minimum verbal acknowledgement
and reaction to the learner’s responses. Regarding discourse markers, Shohamy (1994) found a
wider variety of markers such as ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘although’, ‘however’, and ‘it depends’ in OPIs
compared to SOPIs which had more restricted variety such as ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘although’ and
‘however.” O’Loughlin (1997) found an equally wide variety of discourse markers in both
versions of the tests, but he noted that these markers were used slightly more frequently in the
face-to-face version. Luoma (1997) compared live and tape versions of the National Certificates
of Language Proficiency in Finland. She also found an equally broad range of conjunctions in
both versions of the tests. In addition, coordinating conjunctions were more frequently used than
subordinating conjunctions in both versions although coordinating conjunctions were rather
limited in their variety. Yet, Luoma (1997) found that a ratio between coordinating conjunctions
and subordinating conjunctions was different between the face-to-face and tape-mediated tests.
In tape-mediated tests, twice as many coordinating conjunctions as subordinating conjunctions
were observed. In the face-to-face tests, coordinating conjunctions were used only a little more
than the subordinating conjunctions. Furthermore, O’Loughlin (1997) reported that “more
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conversational markers such as ‘I mean’, ‘y’know’, and ‘anyway’” (p. 97) were observed in the

face-to-face tests, but not in tape-mediated tests. Luoma (1997) reported similar findings. The
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test takers used more fillers, backchannels, and “discourse particles” (p. 98) such as ‘oh’, ‘aha’,
and ‘okay’ in the face-to-face tests, with the difference being statistically significant for a
majority of the test takers. Above mentioned studies provide empirical evidence for a test
method’s effect on examinees’ language production. Language samples from face-to-face and
tape-mediated tests may be qualitatively different despite the common construct definition and
high correlations between ratings from the two versions of tests. These previous studies have
demonstrated that discourse analysis is a very useful tool for examining the construct validity
and authenticity of language tests.

Features of spoken language. The goal of the conversation task and presentation task of the AP
Japanese exam is to measure students’ ability to speak in Japanese. To evaluate the construct
validity and authenticity of speaking items, it is essential to understand the characteristics of
spoken language under different conditions based on empirical research. This is because native
speakers’ intuition or even Japanese teacher’s expertise may not be sufficient to judge the
validity and authenticity of different types of spoken discourse appropriately. For instance,
reviewing major Japanese textbooks in the U.S., Jones and Ono (2005) found that most textbook
dialogues focused on information exchanges. Furthermore, the amount of new information per
utterance in textbook dialogues was much higher than naturally occurring talk. They argued that
such utterances would be hard to understand in spontaneous conversation. In a similar vein, Mori
(2005) examined the usage of the question word dooshite ‘why’ in textbooks and natural
conversation. She found that dooshite questions are not frequently used in a spontaneous
conversation and if they are used, they tend to carry “challenging, disapproving, and/or
accusatory tones” (p. 265). On the contrary, most dooshite questions in textbooks are used to

request explanation. Mori speculates that predominance of explanation-seeking dooshite
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questions may be influenced by the fact that these questions serve as a pedagogical tool for
teachers to elicit more complex and elaborated production. These findings suggest that even
seemingly naturally scripted dialogues may actually be very different from naturally occurring
talk. In this sense, it is important to have an appropriate understanding of spoken language in real
life based on empirical discourse analytic studies. As such, this section reviews features of
spoken language referring to some Japanese examples in order to better understand the construct
of the AP Japanese speaking tasks.

Features of spoken language become clearer when compared with those of written
language. According to Chafe (1982), spoken language is different from written language as a
consequence of different processes. More specifically, he explained the spoken-written language
difference in terms of (a) differences in the use of time, and (b) differences in handling audience.
The speaking process is generally much faster than the writing process. In addition, most spoken
discourse is produced on the fly. As a result, spoken language tends to be more fragmented.
Moreover, structures and units of spoken language are not as clear as those of written language.
Spoken language tends to be less integrated and produced in loosely structured chunks. Here,
integration refers to how much information is packed into one chunk (Chafe, 1982; Ochs, 1979).
The end of each chunk may not be clearly indicated due to elaborate clause-combining (Miller,
1995). In English, for example, loosely structured chunks are often linked with the coordinating
conjunction “and” instead of forming subordinate clauses (Chafe, 1982). In Japanese spoken
discourse, fragmentation may occur by positioning some elements in non-canonical order.
Japanese is typologically classified as a SOV language; these fragments may be added after a
predicate which typically projects the end of an utterance (Clancy, 1982; Matsumoto, 1995).

Furthermore, spoken discourse includes other online mechanisms that are not usually observed in
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written discourse such as false starts, repair, and the reformulation of utterances (Iwasaki & Ono,
2002). These online mechanisms also contribute to fragmentation. Japanese spoken discourse is
also loosely structured and less integrated. Clause-combining using non-finite predicates such as
-te and -tara, and conjunctive particles such as kedo/ga ‘though’ and kara ‘because’ (Clancy,
1982; Iwasaki & Ono, 2002) are prevalent in L1 Japanese spoken discourse as cohesion and
coherence strategies. A similar tendency is also reported for L2 speakers by Watanabe (2003)

and Tominaga (2014).

Chafe’s (1982) second argument regarding the difference between spoken and written
language is how to handle audience. Spoken discourse tends to be much more dynamic in nature
than written discourse because speakers monitor their audience and interact with them directly
while writers do not most of the time. This is evident in speakers’ frequent use of linguistic
resources for non-referential functions. For instance, Japanese spoken discourse contains a wide
variety of grammatical resources to express a speakers’ stance. For instance, pragmatic particles
such as ne (Cook, 1990b; Morita, 2005), yo (Hayano, 2011; D.-Y. Lee, 2007; Morita, 2012b;
Yoshimi, 1997), sa (Squires, 1994), no (Cook, 1990a) are essential resources for expressing a
speaker’s stance in interaction. Socially-oriented hedges (Lauwereyns, 2000, 2002), discourse
markers such as yappari (Maynard, 1991), -n desu (Iwasaki, 1985), and other grammatical
resources such as -tari (Taylor, 2010) are also employed to express a speaker’s stance. Spoken
language contains a breadth of grammatical resources to organize a message and interaction, and
to express subtle nuances of one’s stance and interpersonal meaning. As Chafe (1982) argues, the
differences between spoken and written language may be due to the difference in their processes.

Meanwhile, some linguists hypothesize that spoken and written language is different

because they form cognitively different grammatical systems. Drawing upon corpus-based
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studies, Iwasaki (2015) proposed that spoken language lends itself to an interactional function
and written language does so to an ideational function. Literate speakers can blend grammatical
resources from different grammatical systems to handle the demands that emerge in specific
contexts. Iwasaki further argues that his multiple grammar model can explain why some
grammatical features are shared between spoken and written languages, yet their distributions are
different. The model can also explain the difference in range and type of vocabulary. In English,
spoken language was found to have a narrower range of vocabulary and a different level of
formality than written language (Chafe & Danielwicz, 1987). In addition, nominalization of
verbs (e.g., treatment, development, etc.) was significantly less frequent in spoken corpus than
written corpus (Chafe, 1982). Similarly in Japanese, spoken discourse tends to contain fewer
Sino-Japanese words than in written discourse (Iwasaki, 2015). For non-finite predicates, the
gerundive form —te (e.g., i-tte ‘to go’) is more common than infinitive form (e.g., i-ki ‘to go’) in
spoken narrative (Clancy, 1982). Also, the copula and case particles are often missing in
conversation. Regardless of the differences in their perspectives, previous discourse studies
suggest that it is not appropriate to evaluate the quality of spoken language and written language
using the same scale.

Unplanned vs. planned spoken discourse. Most of the aforementioned studies on spoken
discourse focused on the features of unplanned spontaneous discourse; however, some applied
linguistic studies have compared the features of planned and unplanned spoken discourse
(Mehnert, 1998; Ortega, 1999). Unplanned discourse can be defined as discourse that “lacks
forethought and organizational preparation,” whereas planned discourse can be defined as the
one that “has been thought out and organized (designed) prior to its expression” (Ochs, 1979, p.

55). Ochs (1979) compared unplanned spoken narrative and planned written narrative with
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regard to the same story in the context of L1 English. She concluded that in unplanned discourse,
speakers heavily rely on morphosyntactic and discourse skills acquired in the early stages of
language development. In planned discourse, in contrast, speakers draw on “knowledge that is
acquired or learned later in life” (p. 54). More specifically, unplanned discourse displays heavier
reliance on the immediate context to communicate information than on syntax. For instance, in
Ochs’s study, speakers did not always use the past tense in their unplanned spoken narrative in
referring to past events. Furthermore, speakers used simpler constructions during an unplanned
narrative, but would use a relative clause construction if it were in a planned narrative.

In the context of L2, previous studies have found that pre-task planning generally had a
positive influence on fluency, lexical variety, and the grammatical complexity of speech.
Mehnert (1998) investigated the effects of different lengths of planning time: 1, 5, and 10
minutes, and found that fluency and lexical variety increased as planning time increased. For
grammatical complexity, a significant increase was observed only for 10 minutes of planning
time. With regards to accuracy, the effect of planning time showed mixed results in previous
studies; a positive impact was found for some aspects but not others. In Mehert’s (1998) study, a
significant increase in accuracy was found between the no-planning group and 1-minute planning
group; however, accuracy did not significantly increase with more time for planning. These
studies suggest that the 4-minute planning time for the cultural perspective presentation task on
the AP Japanese exam may influence certain aspects of elicited speech. Thus, characteristics of
elicited speech from two different tasks should be scrutinized to better understand the nature of
the possible responses on those test tasks.

Unit of spoken discourse. As previous discourse analytic studies have shown, spoken language

is very dynamic and has distinct characteristics. Based on these findings, scholars argue that the
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traditional notion of “sentence” (e.g., a syntactic unit which starts with a capital letter and ends
with a period or full stop) is not an appropriate unit of analysis for spoken discourse (Crookes,
1990; Halliday, 1989; Miller, 1995). It not only encourages one to treat discourse as a static
product, but it also fails to capture the more dynamic nature of spoken discourse (Iwasaki & Ono,
2002; Kreckel, 1981) including the co-construction of an utterance by multiple speakers (S. A.
Thompson & Couper-Kuhlen, 2005) and the use of online mechanisms such as false starts,
repairs, and reformulations of utterances (Iwasaki & Ono, 2002). The traditional notion of
sentence lacks validity in the study of spoken discourse.

One unit of analysis that may be able to capture the dynamic nature of spoken discourse
is an intonation unit (IU). An IU is roughly defined as “a sequence of words combined under a
single, coherent intonation contour, usually preceded by a pause” (Chafe, 1987, p. 24). Besides a
pause, an IU may also be marked by other prosodic cues such as “a shift upwards in overall pitch
level at its beginning, and a lengthening of its final syllable” (Du Bois et al., 1992, p. 17). Chafe
(1985) claims that spoken discourse is generally produced in brief spurts because “there is a limit
to the amount of information on which a person’s attention can be focused at one time” (p. 106).
These brief spurts are IUs and they express “the amount of information a person can comfortably
pay attention to and verbalize” (Chafe, 1985, p. 106) in a single focus. In other words, an IU is “a
unit of mental and linguistic processing” (Chafe, 1994, p. 55).

According to Chafe (1994), there are three types of [Us: substantive, regulatory, and
fragmentary. Substantive IUs “convey substantive ideas of events, states, or referents” (p. 63).
Regulatory IUs regulate interaction or information flow, similar to discourse markers (Schiffrin,
1987). Fragmentary IUs do not convey substantive ideas or regulate interaction, but they may be

produced as a result of a false start. In L1 English spoken discourse, a substantial IU largely
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corresponds to a clause (60-70%) (Chafe, 1988, 1994). Similar characteristics have been
reported in studies of Japanese spoken discourse. The majority of Japanese substantial [Us (68%)
are also clausal IUs (Matsumoto, 2001). However, the most common Japanese IU is the
independent semi-clausal IU, which expresses a complete proposition on its own without an
overt subject. This is different from English, which prefers full-clausal IUs with overt subjects.
Although there are some differences between languages, the IU provides a promising tool to
analyze dynamic nature of spoken language since it takes one’s psychological language process
into account. If U reflects the process in which a speaker is engaged and the information that he
or she is paying attention to at a given time, it could be a useful tool to examine the quality of
language used in test materials and examinees’ performance during various types of speaking
tasks with different settings. This may help evaluate the correspondence between test tasks and
TLU tasks and the construct definition and the actual construct measured on the test.

This section has reviewed features of spoken discourse by referring to empirical studies.
Previous studies clearly suggest that spoken language samples should not be evaluated with the
same criteria as written language samples primarily because speaking and writing are different in
terms of their processes. Unlike written language that is produced mostly in sentences, spoken
language is produced in brief spurs called IUs which reflect the speaker’s cognitive focus at the
time. These spurs are often loosely connected and syntactically less integrated than written
language. Thus, the traditional notion of sentence is not appropriate for use in analyzing spoken
discourse. Furthermore, the previous studies suggest that different characteristics may be found
even among spoken discourse depending on whether the speech is planned or not. Unplanned

discourse tends to be morphologically and syntactically simpler than planned discourse.
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Based on the findings from previous studies, the two speaking tasks in the AP Japanese
exam, namely the conversation task and cultural perspective presentation task, are expected to
elicit different types of spoken discourse. This is because these tasks are designed to target two
different speaking skills: interpersonal and presentational skills. It is also because the
presentation task allows 4-minutes of planning time while the conversation task does not allow
any planning time. Moreover, the level of linguistic integration, and the type and range of
vocabulary are also expected to be different. Under such a circumstance, qualitative analyses of
test responses can help confirm the degree of correspondence between expected performance
characteristics and actual performance characteristics. In other words, discourse analysis can be a
useful methodological tool to investigate construct validity.

Measurement Theories for Performance Assessments

In addition to a construct theory and a validation framework, a measurement theory plays
an important role in the comprehensive evaluation of language tests. Shohamy (1984)
emphasizes that knowledge of domain theories and measurement theories needs to be integrated
in order to make “good” language tests. More and more researchers have applied measurement
theories such as generalizability theory and the many-facet Rasch measurement (Linacre, 1989)
for performance assessment (J. D. Brown & Edmonds, 2012; McNamara, 1996; McNamara &
Knoch, 2012). These measurement theories have multiple advantages over classical test theory
(CTT) when analyzing the reliability and validity of measurement instruments.

Classical test theory. CTT is a measurement theory which has certain assumptions regarding the
relationship between an observed score, a true score, and errors. The observed score is a test
taker’s actual score on a test. A true score is a theoretical score which can be obtained when

there is no measurement error. Roughly speaking, it is “the average score he or she would obtain
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on a great number of independent applications of the measuring instrument” (Cronbach &
Shavelson, 2004, p. 395). Errors in CTT are considered random and non-systematic, which arise
from a variety of sources such as the testing environment, procedures, materials, and so forth (J.
D. Brown, 2005, pp. 171-175). According to CTT, in practice, the observed scores cannot be
equated with the true scores due to errors. Thus, it is assumed that the variation among test takers’
observed scores is comprised of true score variance and error variance.

Based on this assumption, reliability in CTT is defined as “the proportion of reliable
variance” in the test, which is “the proportion of observed score variance attributable to true
score variance” (J. D. Brown, 2014a, p. 4). Reliability is conceptually represented as follows:

Var True score __ Var True score
VarTotal Var True scor T Var Error

reliability =

However, since it is almost impossible to determine true scores by administering the same test or
equivalent tests an infinite number of times, reliability cannot be calculated using the
aforementioned equation in a straightforward manner. Therefore, there are some alternative ways
to estimate reliability. According to J. D. Brown (2005), major strategies to estimate reliability in
CTT include test-retest reliability, equivalent-form reliability, internal-consistency reliability,
inter-rater reliability, and intra-rater reliability. Test-retest reliability concerns how consistent the
test scores are when the same test is administered twice to the same group of test takers.
Equivalent-forms reliability examines how stable the results are across two different forms of a
test which are equivalent to each other. These two reliability estimation procedures report a
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient as a reliability index. J. D. Brown (2012, p. 308)
explains that we can interpret the correlation coefficient between two tests as “an underestimate

of the proportion of true score variance in either of the test” because both of the tests “contribute
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error variance to the correlation coefficient” (p. 307). Next, internal consistency reliability
addresses how well a set of items actually measure the intended construct. The advantage of
internal consistency reliability estimates over test-retest and equivalent-forms reliability
estimates is that the former does not require either multiple forms or multiple administrations of
the test. J. D. Brown (2014a) explains that split half reliability, Kruder-Richardson formulas 20
and 21 (K-R20 and K-R21, respectively), and Cronbach’s alpha (a) are also common forms of
internal consistency reliability estimates. Among these, Cronbach’s alpha (a) is particularly
useful because it can be applied to non-dichotomous items unlike other internal consistency
estimation procedures. It also does not assume equal item difficulty as K-R21 does. Lastly, rater
reliability is one of the most commonly reported estimates for performance assessment. Inter-
rater reliability indicates a correlation between two sets of scores which are assigned by two
different raters. Intra-rater reliability indicates a correlation between two sets of scores which are
assigned by the same rater on two different occasions. Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficients are typically reported as both inter-rater and intra-rater reliability estimates. Note
that all forms of reliability estimates assume normal distribution of the test scores. Furthermore,
reliability estimates are usually calculated at an instrument level under CTT. Some researchers
like Norris (2001) and Kenyon and Tschirner (2000) caution heavy reliance on a Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficient as a rater reliability index. They claim that examining
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients is not sufficient because they can only indicate
the strength of association between two sets of data by comparing the rank-orders between two
sets of test scores. Norris (2001) explains that “rank-order correlation coefficients may easily
mask actual rating differences, since they only compare the relative ordering of examinees” (p.

102). He further argues that an alternative way to address the equivalency of ratings between
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multiple raters or on multiple forms of a test would be to calculate exact agreement coefficients
for individual examinee ratings. Kenyon and Tschirner (2000) also argue that rank-order
coefficients may provide sufficient evidence for consistent ratings from a test developers’
perspective; however, absolute agreement coefficients are desirable from examinees’ perspective
because they are better evidence of stable criteria.

The reliability of a test is closely tied to the amount of error involved in the test as it is
shown in a conceptual representation of reliability. Thus, CTT studies report average error in
score points, which is called the standard error of measurement (SEM). SEM is the average of
errors across all test takers. It helps predict the extent to which test scores may vary by chance
alone. Although the actual amount of error is different for each test taker, SEM is calculated at
the instrument level under the CTT framework. In addition to the aforementioned instrument-
level test analysis using reliability and SEM, language testing research under CTT often conducts
item-level analysis. According to J. D. Brown (2005, 2012), item analysis techniques are
different depending on the type of tests: norm-referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests.
Norm-referenced tests (NRTs) aim to spread test takers out on a continuum of language ability
for purposes such as placement. Criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) usually aim to assess students’
achievement after instruction or their mastery based on performance standards. For NRTs, two
item statistics are used, namely item facility and item discrimination. Item facility, also called
item difficulty, is the proportion of test takers who answered a particular item correctly. J. D.
Brown (2012, p. 306) states that the ideal level of item difficulty is between .30 and .70, which
means 30 to 70% of test takers had correct answers. Item discrimination, also called item-total
correlations or point-biserial correlation coefficients, indicates the strength of the relationship

between the test takers’ scores on a particular item and their total scores. From the CTT

82



perspective, items with higher item discrimination indices are desirable because these items are
helpful to separate more able students from less able students. For CRTs, the difference index
and the B-index are used for item analysis. J. D. Brown (2005) explains that the difference index
indicates the gain between the pretest and posttest, thus this index is defined as the difference
between item facility on the posttest and the pretest for a particular item. Higher difference index
values are better. The B-index indicates the degree to which a particular item contributes to the
pass/fail decisions at a cut-point. J. D. Brown (2005) defined the B-index as the difference
between the item facility values for examinees who passed the test and those who failed the test
on a particular item. A higher B-index is also desirable.

As we have seen above, CTT provides a useful framework and strategies for test
development and item analysis. J. D. Brown (2012) mentions a few advantages of CTT: “CTT
concepts are relatively easy to learn, use and explain” (p. 312). In addition, the descriptive
statistics and item analysis statistics are also easy to calculate. As such, the CTT framework is
practical even for those who are not language testing specialists. Moreover “the CTT model fits
many measurement needs, particularly for the development of proficiency and placement
measures that can aid admissions, program comparisons, and placement decisions.” From a test
validation perspective, studies under CTT can provide information to argue for the evidential
basis of validity. For example, the reliability indices and item discrimination index can serve as
evidence for the substantive and structural aspect of construct validity in Messick’s (1989, 1995)
unified validity framework. Meanwhile, J. D. Brown (2012, p. 312) also mentioned several
disadvantages of CTT: (a) tests developed under CTT are often long and include items that are
redundant and too easy or too difficult for individual examinees; (b) the results of a CTT test

analysis are sample-specific and item-specific, so they cannot be applied to other situations when
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the examinees or the items on the tests are different; (c) since CTT assumes a normal distribution
of scores, it is only suitable and useful for norm-referenced tests; (d) the entire range of scores
are used to calculate correlation coefficients for item discrimination and reliability estimates,
making the results sensitive to extreme scores (i.e., 0% and 100%); and e) although the
measurement errors on a test are different for each score on a test, because SEM is the largest at
the mean and gets smaller as scores become far from the mean in both directions, the estimated
SEM in CTT is just an average of all scores. In order to overcome these shortcomings, more
sophisticated measurement theories including the generalizability theory and latent trait theory
have been applied in recent language testing studies.

Generalizability theory. Generalizability theory (G-theory) was first introduced by Cronbach,
Gleser, Nanda, and Rajaratnam, (1972). It is an extension of reliability estimation in CTT.
Brennan (2001) argues that “[g]eneralizability theory liberalizes classical theory by employing
ANOVA methods that allow an investigator to untangle multiple sources of error that contribute
to the undifferentiated E [error] in classical theory” (p. 3). By distinguishing multiple sources of
error, we can maximize the generalizability of scores when we consider changes in testing
procedures. Note that “generalizability” in the G-theory framework is analogous to the concept
of reliability in CTT.

G-theory consists of a concept and a methodology that allows us to distinguish multiple
sources of error in a measurement procedure (Brennan, 1992). One underlying concept in G-
theory is the universe of admissible observations. Here, “universe” refers to the conditions of
measurement such as prompts and raters. G-theory considers that definitions of acceptable
conditions of measurement vary across test developers and situations. Thus, the universe of

admissible observations refers to the acceptable conditions of measurement in a particular setting
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that is defined by a test developer. For example, when one test maker develops a speaking test
which involves prompts and raters, this test maker’s universe of admissible observation contains
two facets: prompts and raters. Any prompt prepared by the test developer for this particular
speaking test constitutes the universe of admissible measurement for the prompt facet of this test.
Similarly, any rater selected by the test developer constitutes the universe of admissible
measurement for the rater facet. Furthermore, if the test developer considers that any
combination of a prompt/item (i) and a rater (r) is admissible, this test developer’s universe of
admissible observations can be described as i x r, which is read as prompts crossed with raters.

G-theory studies are conducted in two stages: a generalizability study (G-study) and a
decision study (D-study). In the G-study, analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures are
employed “to obtain estimates of variance components associated with a universe of admissible
observation” (Brennan, 2001, p. 8). Variance components (/' Cs) are estimated separately for
each facet of the test and for all interactions of the facets. They show to what extent a facet or an
interaction of facets can be a source of variability in examinees’ scores. A standard error (SE) is
also calculated for each variance component estimate in a G-study, which is one advantage of the
G-theory methodology over regular ANOVA. This information can tell us how much each
source of error contributes to the unreliability of examinees’ scores.

The second stage of a G-theory study is a decision study (D-study). In this stage the
variance component estimates from the G-study are used to calculate generalizability coefficients
or dependability coefficients, which are analogous to reliability in CTT. If G-theory is applied to
a norm-referenced test to make relative decisions, generalizability coefficients are calculated in
the D-study. If it is applied to a criterion-referenced test to make absolute decisions,

dependability coefficients will be calculated in the D-study. In either case, the goal of the D-
85



study is to predict the generalizability/dependability of the test so that a test developer can make
decisions on what to change in the measurement procedures to make the test more efficient yet
reasonably reliable. One important advantage of generalizability theory is that the D-study
allows test developers to simulate generalizability estimates even if they change the number of
prompts, raters, categories, etc., even simultaneously. Based on the D-study results, the test
developers can make informed decisions on various dimensions of the test while balancing
efficiency and generalizability/dependability by taking available resources in a local context into
account.

For a norm-referenced test, generalizability estimates are calculated as the ratio of
estimated persons variance (612,) to the sum of the estimated persons variance and error variance
G

% + 62 (6) with the following equation:

Ep? 5
p(6) = 2 1 620)
Error variance is calculated using only the interactions that involve a person facet, since the
interactions that involve p are considered sources of error. If the test has three facets: persons (p),

items/prompts (i), and raters (r), the interactions that involve p are pi, pr, and pir. The equation

for error variance for a relative decision is the following:
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The n value in the equation above represents different numbers of items and raters that the test
developers would like to simulate in the D-study. After inserting the equation for error variance
into the original equation for the generalizability coefficients, the formula for the generalizability

coefficient looks like the following:
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In addition to simulating the reliability of test scores under different conditions (e.g., items, raters,
and categories) based on generalizability coefficients, J. D. Brown and Edmonds (2012) state
that signal-to-noise rations can also be useful indices to estimate the extent to which the test
scores under different conditions are affected by extraneous variables. They can be defined as
“the ratio of the universe score variance (signal) to the error variance (noise)” (Shavelson &
Webb, 1981, p. 152).

In order to calculate dependability coefficients for a criterion-referenced test for absolute

decision, the following equation is used:

A2
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For absolute decision, it is deemed that all facets except persons and all interactions will be
considered sources of error. Therefore, when the error variance 62 (A) is calculated, all the facets

and interactions except the persons facet are included as shown in the following equation:
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After inserting the equation for error variance into the original equation for dependability

estimates, the formula becomes as follows:
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In addition to exploring different numbers of items, raters, categories, etc. based on

dependability coefficients with fixed cut-points, J. D. Brown and Edmonds (2012) recommend
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referring to the phi (lambda) dependability index. It indicates the dependability of scores at
various cut-points for criterion-referenced tests. It is useful because the dependability of scores
changes significantly depending on where the cut-points are set on the scale.

There are many language testing studies that have taken advantage of what G-theory
offers (e.g., J. D. Brown, 1999; J. D. Brown & Bailey, 1984; Kim, 2009a; Y.-W. Lee, 2006; Wu
& Tzou, 2015). For instance, Brown and Kondo-Brown (2012) applied G-theory to scores of the
L2 Japanese writing test that was analyzed by Kondo-Brown (2002) using the many-facet Rasch
measurement (MFRM). MFRM will be discussed in the next section. Results of the G-study
showed that persons accounted for the majority of score variance (76%). However, the persons-
by-raters interaction, persons-by-rating-categories interaction, and persons-by-raters-by-rating-
categories interaction also accounted for 7.69%, 5.27%, and 8.94%, respectively, of the score
variance. These interactions indicated inconsistency of rating and sources of error. The results
not only supported Kondo-Brown’s (2002) finding about the existence of rater bias using the
MFRM, but also informed to what extent these interactions influenced resulting scores.
Following the G-study, J. D. Brown and Kondo-Brown (2012) conducted a D-study to simulate
how changes in the numbers of raters and categories would affect the reliability of the test scores.
The D-study results projected a considerable gain in generalizability up to five rating categories
and five raters. J. D. Brown and Kondo-Brown’s (2012) study is an example of how G-theory
can be applied to an actual performance test and what type of information will be available
through G-theory analysis in order to make a reasonable decision on testing procedures.

The G-theory approach has some advantages over the CTT approach as demonstrated by
J. D. Brown and Kondo-Brown’s (2012) study. As mentioned above, CTT conceptualizes that

errors are random and non-systematic and measurement error is only estimated at the instrument
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level through SEM. The advantage of G-theory is that it allows us to examine the degree to
which different sources of error may impact the generalizability of scores on a particular test. G-
theory also helps to decide testing procedures that are efficient and reasonably reliable by
providing generalizability/dependability estimates under different facet conditions such as
different numbers of raters, prompts, and categories. Under CTT, results of item analysis and
reliability estimates are only true for the particular sample at hand. Another advantage of G-
theory is its applicability to criterion-referenced tests as well as norm-referenced tests (Brennan,
1992). From a test validation perspective, G-theory can offer additional evidence for test
usefulness. Variance/covariance component estimates and generalizability/dependability
coefficients can serve as evidence for construct validity, and the standard errors of variance
component estimates and the composite can serve as evidence for the reliability aspect of test
usefulness.

Although G-theory provides much more useful and practical information compared to
CTT, a few issues have been pointed out in the literature. First, the universe of admissible
observations is differently defined depending on the test developer. Thus Brennan (2001) warns
that G-theory study results reported by one test maker may not be applicable to other test
maker’s situations. Definitions and descriptions of each facet in other studies need to be carefully
examined. The second issue, according to Linacre (1996), is the use of unadjusted raw scores as
measures of examinees’ ability. He argues that “the raw score is skewed by rater severity, item
difficulty, examinee-rater-item interactions and random noise. This skew must be managed in
order for valid, fair decisions to be made” (Linacre, 1996, p. 2). Linacre (1996) claims that

many-facet Rasch measurement (MFRM) can address this issue.
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Many-facet Rasch measurement. Many-facet Rasch measurement (Linacre, 1989) is one of the
measurement models in the Rasch family. Conceptually, the Rasch model is considered one of
the latent trait models, which attempts to draw an inference on a person’s underlying ability or
attribute from the person’s observable behaviors. The Rasch model is a probabilistic model
introduced by Gerog Rasch based on the following logic:

[A] person having a greater ability than another person should have the greater

probability of solving any item of the type in question, and similarly, one item being

more difficult than another means that for any person the probability of solving the

second item is the greater one. (Rasch, 1980, p. 117)
Bond and Fox (2015) explain that the Rasch model offers “a mathematical framework against
which test developers can compare their data” (p. 49). Through the comparison of the
probabilistic model and the empirical data, the Rasch model indicates how much response
patterns for a certain person or item fit the theoretical model. In other words, the Rasch model
can show how much a certain person or item deviates from the model, thus allowing the test
maker to reconsider score interpretation for the person or the use of the item. Rasch’s original
model can handle only two facets: persons (examinees) and items. MFRM is an extension of the
original model which can handle more than two facets. This model is particularly useful for
performance assessments which involve multiple facets such as raters and rating categories other
than examinees and items. In this model, it is believed that facets other than examinees
systematically affect examinees’ scores. Thus, the examinees’ ability measures are adjusted to
reflect the systematic influences of other facets.

The members of the Rasch family of measurement share two important notions,

unidimentionality and invariance, both of which are considered essential for scientific
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measurement. Unidimentionality emphasizes that one measurement instrument needs to focus on
one trait or dimension at a time. In other words, one test instrument should assess only one
construct in order to clarify the meaning of measures for the examinee’s ability and item
difficulty. The invariance principle states that the difficulty of items relative to others should be
consistent even when the test is administered to different groups of examinees, if the test is
designed for single latent trait. The principle also states that examinees’ ability measures relative
to others should be consistent within the error bounds across different measurement instruments,
as long as all those tests are designed for the same underlying construct.

The Rasch model has some distinctive features. It uses logit scores for measures instead
of raw scores. According to Bond and Fox (2015), raw scores are on an ordinal scale. A higher
score is an indication of more ability; however, it cannot tell how much more able the examinee
is, since the distances between the ordinal scale units may not be the same. Therefore, we cannot
draw interval-scale inferences such as “Student A is twice as able as Student B” from percentage
scores. A value and meaning attributed to even the same amount of difference in raw scores or
percentage scores may vary depending on where the difference originated from on the scale. For
example, one-point difference in the middle range on the ordinal scale may reflect different
amount of ability compared to the same one-point difference in the top or bottom range on the
same scale. A logit scale is an interval scale with equal distance between scale units. A logit
score is a score obtained through “a logarithmic transformation of the odds or probability of
success” (Bond & Fox, 2015, p. 30). A meaning associated with logit differences remains the
same regardless of where the difference originated from on the scale. The Rasch model uses a
common logit scale for both person ability and item difficulty estimation. The Rasch model

arbitrarily assigns a logit value of 0 to the mean of the item difficulty estimates. Examinee ability
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measures are located in relation to the item difficulty estimates. More specifically, an examinee’s
logit score is set at a point where his or her probability of success on an item located at the same
logit score is 50%. This relationship can be graphically presented using a vertical ruler. Using the
common scale on a vertical ruler, it is easy to tell if the items are targeting the examinees at hand
appropriately or not. In addition, using a logit scale, it is possible to accurately discuss how much
more able Student A is compared to Student B and how much more difficulty Item A is
compared to Item B. Logit scores are used in all of the Rasch models. However, there is a crucial
difference between MFRM and other Rasch models with regards to the calculation of logit scores.
In MFRM, examinees’ raw scores are considered to be systematically influenced by multiple
facets involved in the testing procedures, such as raters and rating categories, in addition to
examinees’ ability and items. Therefore, logit scores in MFRM are adjusted to reflect such
influences from other facets. The strength of MFRM is its ability to make such adjustments by
taking multiple sources of influence simultaneously into account. For instance, a difference in
rater severity is not usually an issue in MFRM, because the influence of raters can be
mathematically attenuated as long as each rater’s grading pattern is self-consistent.

Fit statistics are another unique feature of the Rasch models. They indicate how well the
performance of each item, person, rater, or rating category fit the mathematically idealized,
probabilistic model. If fit statistics show good fit between the model and the empirical data, then
the empirical data meets the Rasch requirement for unidimentionality. This also provides
evidence to support the construct validity of the test. Bond and Fox (2015) notes that no real,
empirical data will perfectly fit Rasch’s theoretical model, but fit statistics can inform us how far
the performance of individual facets deviate from the model when something is misfit. Fit

statistics are indicators of the technical quality of the test. The magnitude of model fit is
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expressed with various mean-square-based indices. A mean square is the average value of a
squared residual. A residual is the difference between an observed score and the Rasch’s
expected score. A larger residual means a larger difference between the observed score and the
expected score, which means that a larger mean square value indicates the greater magnitude of
misfit. There are two different ways to calculate mean square values, which in turn produce
outfit and infit mean square values. Outfit mean squares are conventional mean squares that are
not weighted; they are more susceptible to the influence of outlying scores (Bond & Fox, 2015).
Infit mean squares give relatively more weight to the scores of examinees whose ability
measures are closer to the item difficulty measure because the performance of examinees whose
logit score is closer to the item’s logit score provides more accurate information about the item’s
performance (Bond & Fox, 2015). The mean squares are not only sensitive to outlying scores but
also to the sample size. When the mean squares are not standardized, their interpretations differ
depending on the sample size. In order to address this issue, the standardized form of mean
square is obtained by taking the sample size into account. Both outfit and infit mean squares can
be reported in the standardized forms. Generally, standardized outfit and infit mean square
values greater than +2 or less than —2 are misfits. More specifically, items or persons with
standardized mean square values of +2 or greater are called underfits to the model. Underfit
indicates that the performance of the particular item or person is unpredictable and erratic. On
the other hand, items or persons with the standardized mean square values of —2 or smaller are
called overfits. This indicates that the performance of the item or person is too much like the
model prediction, which is not realistic considering all the possible sources of measurement error.
Possible causes of overfit include lack of local independence and redundancy of items on the test

(Bond & Fox, 2015).
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The Rasch models provide a few reliability-related indices. The first index is standard
errors. Unlike CTT and G-theory, the Rasch models provide error estimates for an individual
examinee measure and item difficulty measure (Linacre, 1996). The item precision increases
with sample size (Bond & Fox, 2015). The standard error for a person becomes smaller when the
items are well targeted to the examinees at hand. The next index is called the reliability index or
separation reliability index. This index is generated for each facet and it generally indicates
whether the observed differences between examinees, items, or raters are consistent. The person
separation reliability index shows how consistently the test can differentiate examinees on the
measured variable. This is analogous to Cronbach’s alpha. The item separation reliability index
demonstrates the consistency of the item difficulty ordering. The separation reliability indices are
on a 0-to-1 scale; a higher value is desirable for person and item facets. With respect to raters, a
lower separation reliability value is preferable because we usually do not want raters to be much
different from each other. The separation reliability index is reported with the result of chi-
square (fixed) analysis, which investigates if “the estimates of all the elements within a given
facet can be viewed as sharing a common parameter, after allowing for measurement error”
(Myford & Wolfe, 2003, p. 409). For instance, for the rater facet, the fixed-effect chi-square
analysis tests if all the raters have the same level of severity. For test items, it tests if all the test
items have the same level of difficulty. If the chi-square statistics turn out to be insignificant,
then the difference is due to chance and the facets elements can be considered statistically
equivalent. If the chi-square statistics turn out to be significant for the facet, it means that
elements in the particular facet are different due to something other than chance and that the
facet elements have different effects on test scores. Then the different effects of the particular

facet elements need to be accounted for through an adjustment when examinee ability measures
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and item difficulty measures are computed (Schumacker & Lunz, 1996). Because of these
adjustments, item difficulty and person ability orders, and their placement on the logit scale, are
free from the local context in Rasch models. Remember that under CTT and G-theory, the results
of the test analysis are bound by the local context. However, item difficulty measures in the
Rasch models are sample-free as long as the test fulfils the requirement of unidimentionality.
Examinees’ ability measures are item-free, because these measures are based on probability of
success.

From a test validation point of view, the Rasch analysis is a powerful tool that provides
many pieces of evidence to address different test qualities in Bachman and Palmer’s model of
test usefulness. Reliability, for instance, is closely related to the notion of invariance in the Rasch
model (Smith, 2001; Wolfe & Smith, 2007). Thus, all reliability-related indices such as a
separation reliability index, standard error, and an inter-rater reliability index serve as reliability
evidence. Furthermore, the invariance of item difficulty calibration across different subgroups of
examinees also serves as evidence. The Rasch analysis allows for an identification of item bias
or differential item functioning, which is a major threat to reliability of test scores and test
usefulness. The Rasch analysis can also provide a variety of indices that are useful to examine
construct validity and interactiveness. The empirical item difficulty measures can be used to
confirm an item hierarchy in difficulty envisioned by the test maker (Smith, 2001; Wolfe &
Smith, 2007). The person fit statistics can be another piece of evidence because they show
whether the individual examinee performance is consistent with the model (Wolfe & Smith,
2007) and whether the perceived item difficulty hierarchy among examinees is similar to each
other (Smith, 2001). Examinees with erratic performance or different hierarchy perception are

identified as misfits; fewer misfits are desirable. Evidence for construct validity and
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interactiveness can also be obtained through rating scale analysis for performance testing (Wolfe
& Smith, 2007). For instance, Linacre (1999) explains that the average measure for each rating
scale category should increase with the rating scale values if the criteria based on the content
theory are functioning appropriately for the empirical data. Linacre (1999) also suggests that
standardized outfit statistics for the rating category should be less than 2.0 if the rating category
fits the model well. In addition, logit scores obtained from the Rasch analysis are very useful for
gathering convergence/divergence evidence based on correlations, due to the interval nature of
logit scores. Low correlation coefficients between sets of the person ability measures from two
tests that are designed to measure different traits, serve as divergent evidence. In contrast, high
correlation coefficients between sets of the person measures from two tests for the same trait
serve as convergent evidence. Furthermore, evidence for convergence can also be obtained by
co-calibrating items from two tests designed for the same construct (Bond & Fox, 2015; Smith,
2001). By analyzing all the items from the two tests together, item fit statistics can indicate
whether the two tests actually measure the same single dimension. Co-calibration would be a
useful procedure to investigate the year-to-year comparability of a test, as is the case with AP
exams where different sets of tasks are developed every year. In terms of authenticity,
examination of an item-person map (Wright map) on the logit scale may also be helpful to
evaluate the representativeness of test content (Smith, 2001). With respect to impact, the Rasch
analysis can help us detect the presence of item bias by comparing item difficulty measures
across different examinee subgroups based on different examinee profiles. The use of MFRM in
particular also allows the investigation of rater bias. Moreover, the MFRM adjusts the person
ability measures reflecting the differences in rater severity, so it provides more fair and accurate

estimates of the examinees’ underlying ability. The Rasch analysis provides a number of indices
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and tools to evaluate different test qualities proposed in Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test
usefulness framework.

The Rasch models are often applied to study performance assessments. They can be used
to examine variation among raters (Kondo-Brown, 2002) and interviewers (A. Brown & Hill,
1998), which may pose a serious threat to the validity of scores and their interpretations. In the
context of Japanese L2 writing, Kondo-Brown (2002) demonstrated how rater bias may affect
test takers’ scores by using the MFRM. In her study, three raters scored writing samples from a
Japanese placement test using a scale with five categories: content, organization, vocabulary,
language use, and mechanics. She found that the raters were self-consistent, yet they were
significantly different in overall severity and she also found that rating categories were different
in terms of the raters’ leniency/severity. Further analysis revealed that each rater exhibited a
unique bias pattern that affected test scores even after the training. A. Brown and Hill (1998)
investigated how differential behaviors of interviewers affect test takers’ scores in the context of
the International English Language Testing System. In this study, each test taker was interviewed
twice by two different interviewers. The MFRM analysis showed that major differences existed
in terms of the difficulty of the interviewers. Thus, test scores were influenced by which
interviewer the test takers had. The researchers then identified cases where the test takers were
rated differently in the two interviews, and raters who consistently elicited better or poorer
performance from the test takers. They further analyzed the data qualitatively and found the
characteristics of easier interviewers and more difficult interviewers. Based on these results, they
argued that interviewers need to be better trained so that they treat test takers fairly in terms of
the challenge they present. These two studies illustrate that the MFRM is a useful tool to identify

rater bias and interviewer variability that influence the validity of test scores. In turn, results of
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the Rasch analysis can offer evidence to support not only the construct validity, but also the
impact of exams by illustrating the lack of rater bias or interviewer variations. The Rasch models
provide an opportunity for test developers to (re)consider how to handle and interpret scores
from existing performance assessment. In summary, the Rasch model can “flag” individual test
items, raters, interviewers, and rating categories that do not fit the model. This allows test
developers to further investigate a potential cause of misfit in order to improve the validity of test
scores.

As this chapter has presented, the Rasch analysis and G-theory analysis each offer unique
information to the study of the validity of a language test. Some researchers apply both forms of
analysis to their studies. For instance, Bachman, Lynch, and Mason (1995) studied variability in
tasks and raters in the context of a Spanish speaking test at a college using both the Rasch and G-
theory analyses. Lynch and McNamara (1998) also employed both analyses to examine a
speaking test for prospective immigrants to Australia. J. D. Brown and Ahn (2011) analyzed the
dependability (reliability) of L2 pragmatics tests for learners of Korean language from both
perspectives. These studies have demonstrated that the Rasch model and the G-theory can offer
complementary information to examine test validity. The strength of the Rasch models is their
ability to provide individual item, person, rater, and/or category-level information to “flag”
misfits. The strength of G-theory is its capability to provide group-level information regarding to
what degree each facet and their interactions contribute to the reliability/unreliability of test
scores. Using them together, researchers will be able to examine the validity of test scores in a
more comprehensive and balanced manner. In conclusion, the Rasch measurement models and

Generalizability theory are essential tools for the study of validity in language testing.
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CHAPTER 4
METHOD

This chapter first presents the purpose and research questions for the present study. Next,
the participants, instruments, and procedures will be discussed. Lastly, the research design and
quantitative and qualitative methods of analysis will be presented.

Purpose and Research Questions of the Present Study

The present study is the first study that examines the free-response items in the AP
Japanese exam comprehensively using a mixed method approach. To the researcher’s knowledge,
this type of study has never been conducted, including other AP world language and culture
exams. The goal of this study is twofold: (a) to contribute to the body of research on computer-
based speaking assessment; and (b) to examine the usefulness of the speaking test tasks of the
AP Japanese Language and Culture exam from a variety of angles so that the results of this study
can offer practical suggestions to improve the quality of the AP Japanese exam.

Through the review of computer-based oral proficiency assessment literature, the issue of
construct underrepresentation emerged. On currently available computer-based proficiency
assessments, oral language proficiency is measured primarily through monologic description or
opinion tasks, which target presentational speaking skills. Since monologic tasks do not target
interactional speaking skill, which is another important aspect of speaking skill recognized in the
Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century and the ACTFL’s proficiency
guidelines, the construct of oral proficiency seems to be underrepresented in the assessment
instruments. The AP Japanese Development Committee addresses this issue by including a
computer-simulated conversation task, which is specifically designed to measure one’s

interactional speaking skill. However, the quality of this type of test task and prompts has not
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been examined. Therefore, the present study scrutinizes the quality of the simulated-conversation
task and examinees’ language use in the task.

In addition, the review of the AP world language-related research revealed some gaps in
the literature. While previous studies addressed authenticity, construct validity, interactiveness,
and impact of the AP world language exams, they did not do so extensively. With respect to
authenticity, for instance, the exam developers are aware of the need to match test tasks with
TLU tasks in both language instructional domain and real-life domain. Nevertheless, the
evidence collected through the college curriculum surveys was mostly for task correspondence in
the language instructional domain and not so much for the real-life domain. Considering the
nation-wide impact of the ACTFL proficiency guidelines, it is likely that learning objectives in
college-level language courses more or less refer to language proficiency in real-life contexts.
Thus, task correspondence to real-life domains also seems essential. Construct validity has been
investigated through the examination of the internal structure of the AP world language exams
and college comparability. However, it has not been sufficiently examined with the Japanese
language at the individual task- or item-level, especially for productive skills that are measured
through free-response items. Moreover, the previous literature has not paid much attention to
reliability or generalizability of the AP world language and culture exam scores. Furthermore,
each of the previous studies tend to focus on only a few aspects of test qualities for different
languages and no study has investigated the overall quality of a specific AP world language
exam by integrating a wide variety of evidence for different aspects of the exam. Hence, more
research examining the overall quality of AP world language exams from various perspectives

will be helpful. In the interest of careful and systematic scrutiny, the present study examines the
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speaking tasks on the AP Japanese exam using Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness
framework.

Lastly, through the literature review and my personal communication with David Jahner,
Director of the AP World languages and Cultures Program at the College Board, some specific
concerns regarding the quality of the free-response items on the AP Japanese exam emerged. The
College Board seems to employ more procedures to control and monitor the quality of the
multiple-choice sections than that of the free-response sections. The first quality control
procedure for the multiple-choice items is the use of test specifications in the item drafting
process. Second, some of the multiple-choice questions are repeated in the AP Japanese exam
every year. These repeated questions are called “equating sets” and help the College Board
determine the target language ability of cohorts (David Jahner, personal communication, March
18, 2016). Then, students’ responses in the multiple-choice section are statistically analyzed and
any item that is not functioning properly will be removed from the calculation of students’ AP
grade. The free-response items, on the other hand, do not seem to undergo the same level of
scrutiny. They are also drafted according to test specification, but their performance is monitored
only at the task level, not at the item level as with the multiple-choice items. Furthermore, means
and standard deviations seem to be the only indices for the performance of free-response tasks.
Moreover, free-response questions have never been repeated since they are released to the public
on the College Board’s website after the exam every year. The lack of common sample and items
among the free-response tasks makes it useless to rely on the means and standard deviations for
year-to-year comparability. In addition, Jahner mentioned that free-response items are not field-
tested before administering the AP Japanese exam. This means that the quality of the free-

response items and students’ performance on these items has never been investigated. The year-

101



to-year comparability of each type of free-response task seems to be assumed. Thus, it is
unknown whether there are any free-response items that are not functioning well and if so, why.
Having students’ AP scores calculated with non-functioning free-response items would cause a
serious problem in AP Japanese exam validity in terms of its score interpretation. This is
especially true because the weight of each item for the final AP Grade is heavier in the free-
response sections than in the multiple-choice sections. More importantly, AP Japanese composite
grades are simply based on students’ raw scores. In other words, the exam standards are not
adjusted for item difficulty or rater severity. Consequently, the AP Japanese composite score
may not be interpretable in the same way every year. In order to address some of these issues, the
present study administers several sets of speaking tasks from the previous AP Japanese exams to
a group of examinees. Then the present study examines the fit and difficulty of each prompt and
each set of conversation tasks using many-facet Rasch measurement. In addition, considering
that the AP composite scores are assigned based on raw scores, the present study uses G-theory
to investigate how much error associated with prompts influences examinees’ task scores.

The present study addresses the following research questions:

1. How useful are computer-based speaking tasks of the AP Japanese Language and
Culture Exam for making valid inferences on test takers’ oral proficiency in Japanese
and for making decisions based on their scores? How do the different aspects of test
usefulness interact with each other in the AP Japanese language and culture exam?

a. How reliable are speaking test task scores?
b. To what extent do the two types of speaking tasks actually measure what they are

designed to measure?
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c. To what extent do characteristics of test tasks correspond to those of real-life

tasks?

2. What can be suggested to increase the overall usefulness of the AP Japanese speaking

tasks?

Table 6 provides an overview of how each research question specifically relates to a different

aspect of test usefulness along with data and methods of analysis.

Table 6

Overview of Test Usefulness Factors and Research Questions

Test usefulness \

Research question

| Data

\ Analysis

RQ1: How useful are computer-based speaking tasks of the AP Japanese Language and Culture
Exam for making valid inferences on test takers’ oral proficiency in Japanese and for making
decisions based on their scores? How do the different aspects of test usefulness interact with
each other in the AP Japanese language and culture exam?

Classical test theory
. Generalizability theo
- a. How reliable are the Test scores zability y
Reliability . Many-facets Rasch
speaking test task scores? .
analysis
Rater survey Content analysis
lizability th
Construct b. To what extent do the two Generalizability theory
. . Test scores Many-facets Rasch
validity types of speaking tasks .
analysis
actually measure what - ;
: Examinees
. they are designed to . .
Interactiveness 9 responses from two Discourse analysis
measure’
types of tasks
c. To what extent do the Conversation . )
- Discourse analysis
. characteristics of test context and prompts
Authensicity — —
tasks correspond to those Student surve Descriptive statistics
of real-life tasks? y Content analysis
Impact Not directly addressed, but | previous literature
— these aspects will be
Practicality | considered in the discussion.

RQ2: What can be suggested to increase the overall usefulness of the AP Japanese speaking

tasks?
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Participants

Test takers. The test takers in the present study consisted of 111 high school students planning
to take the AP Japanese exam within the same academic year. Due to computer troubles and/or
absences, of the 111 students, 102 students completed the conversation task, 90 students
completed the presentation task, and only 81 students completed both the conversation task and
presentation task. The examinees were recruited from 10 high schools located in two different
U.S. states in the Pacific-Rim. Three schools were private high schools; the remaining seven
schools were public schools. Table 7 below shows demographic characteristics of examinees.
Overall, 48.6% of the examinees were male, 51.4% of them were female. Private school students
constituted 57.7%, and public-school students constituted 42.3% of the examinees. Standard
students, who reported that they had never stayed in Japan more than one month and do not
speak or hear Japanese at home, constituted 45% of the examinees. Meanwhile, non-standard
students, who reported that they had stayed in Japan more than one month and/or speak/hear
Japanese at home, constituted 55% of the examinees.

Table 7

Demographic Characteristics of Examinees

Total (%) Both tasks (%) Conversation (%) Presentation (%)

Examinees 111 (100%) 81 (73.0%) 102 (91.9%) 90 (81.1%)
Male 54 (48.6%) 37 (45.7%) 49 (48.0%) 42 (46.7%)
Female 57 (51.4%) 44 (543%) 53 (52.0%) 48 (53.3%)

Private school 64 (57.7%) 38 (46.9%) 57 (55.9%) 45 (50.0%)
Public school 47 (423%) 43 (53.1%) 45 (44.1%) 45 (50.0%)
Standard 50 (45.0%) 35 (43.2%) 48 (47.1%) 37 (41.1%)
Non-standard 61 (55.0%) 46 (56.8%) 54 (52.9%) 53 (58.9%)

Note. Standard means students who reported that they have never stayed in Japan more than a

month and do not speak or hear Japanese at home. Non-standard means students who have
stayed in Japan more than a month and/or speak or hear Japanese at home.
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In order to replicate the conditions of the actual AP Japanese exam as closely as possible,
student participants were invited to participate in the study from across the United States. After
obtaining IRB approval from her home institution, the researcher sent a recruitment email to
local Japanese teachers’ organizations and received responses from 18 Japanese teachers. The
researcher then submitted a research application to each school or school district and obtained
research approval from 10 high schools. With an official approval from each school, a
recruitment email and links to online consent forms were sent to students and parents from their
Japanese teachers. Parental consent was obtained for students who were younger than 18 years
old in addition to student consent.

Raters. Six Japanese language teachers participated in the present study as raters (see Table 8
below). They all had served as AP Japanese Readers for the conversation task and/or the cultural
perspective presentation task in the past. Three raters were assigned to the conversation task and
the other three raters were assigned to the presentation task based on their experience and
familiarity with the rating criteria and procedures for the corresponding tasks. All raters were
native speakers of Japanese.

Table 8

Demographic Characteristics of Raters

Rater Task Proficiency Level of Institution AP Reader Experience
1 Conversation Native High school & college Conversation 3 times
2 Conversation Native High school Conversation 3 times
3 Conversation Native College Conversation 3 times
4  Presentation Native High school Presentation 1 time
5 Presentation Native High school Presentation 3 times
6  Presentation Native High school Presentation 1 time
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Instruments and Procedures

Collection of the speaking test items used in the AP Japanese exams. Eleven sets of
conversation and presentation tasks from the 20072017 AP Japanese exams (Appendix A) were
collected from the College Board’s website (https://apcentral.collegeboard.org/courses/ap-
japanese-language-and-culture/exam/past-exam-questions?course=ap-japanese-language-and-
culture). Audio files for the conversation prompts were also obtained from the same website. All
conversation prompts were created by the AP Japanese Development Committee and recorded
by native speakers of Japanese. Table 9 below shows a summary of topics and interlocutors for
the conversation task. The conversation tasks cover various topics in daily life; about a half of
the test forms use an interview format’. The majority of prompts were given in formal speech
style (i.e., desu/masu).

Table 9

An Overview of the Conversation Task

Form Genre Topic Interlocutor Speech Style
2007 Interview Student activities a youth center representative Formal
2008 Interview Host family a study-abroad coordinator Formal
2009 Conversation School life a Japanese exchange student Formal
2010 Conversation Party planning a friend Casual
2011 Conversation Recycling a neighbor Formal
2012 Conversation Volunteer work a friend Casual
2013 Interview Part-time job a Japanese student Formal
2014 Conversation Study abroad a study abroad assistant Formal
2015 Conversation Going to a concert a friend Casual
2016 Interview Japanese language camp a camp director Formal
2017 Interview Global warming a Japanese student Formal

Note. Form = a test form labeled by the year it was administered; Formal = a desu/masu speech
style; Casual = a plain speech style.

% Genre categorization was done by the researcher. The AP Japanese exam categorically calls this task
‘Conversation.’
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Table 10 below shows a summary of topics for the presentation task. The four sets of
conversation tasks and two sets of presentation tasks that were adopted in the speaking test are
explained in the next section.

Table 10

An Overview of the Presentation Task

Form Topic
2007 Japanese customs related to the house and its rooms
2008 Japanese pop culture
2009 Japanese foods
2010 Japanese transportation
2011 Japanese leisure activities
2012 Popular places to visit in Japan
2013  Annual Japanese cultural events
2014 Famous Japanese people
2015 Japanese music
2016 Japanese toys and/or games
2017 Japanese geography
Note. Form = a test form labeled by the year it was administered.

Speaking test. The speaking test was administered in April—which was approximately one
month before the actual AP Japanese exam—during a regular Japanese class period in 2017 and
2018. All examinees received the same set of practice tasks and test tasks for both the
conversation and the cultural perspective presentation. However, the order of the two types of
task was counterbalanced. Each type of task started with practice tasks which were adopted from
previous AP Japanese exams in order to familiarize examinees with the format of the tasks.

Table 11 shows a summary of test tasks used to elicit students’ performance samples.
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Table 11

Speaking Tasks in the Simulation Test

Tasks Duration AP Japanese exams

2 practice sets of conversation task 10 min. 2009, 2010

4 sets of conversation task 20 min. 2008, 2011, 2012, 2015
1 practice set of presentation task 10 min. 2016

2 sets of presentation task 20 min. 2013, 2014

The conversation section started with two practice sets. One task entailed prompts that
were all in the casual speech style and the other task entailed prompts that were all in the
desu/masu (formal) speech style. Students then completed four sets of conversation tasks:
Conversations A—D. These four forms of conversation tasks were adopted from the AP Japanese
exam in 2008 2011, 2012, and 2015, respectively. Conversations A and B had prompts in the
desu/masu style and Conversations C and D had prompts in the casual style. Each conversation
task consisted of four prompts (see Appendix B). The order in which the conversation tasks were
given was randomized within the conversation section. Examinees had 25 seconds to respond to
each conversation prompt!®. The presentation section included one practice set and two test sets
that were adopted from the AP Japanese exam in 2016, 2013, and 2014 respectively. The order
of the two presentation tasks was also counterbalanced. Examinees had 150 seconds to respond
to each presentation prompt. The entire experiment took approximately 90 minutes including the
instructions and the survey. Although it was ideal to administer the entire test in one sitting, it

was administered over two days in some schools when one class period was too short to do so.

10 The actual AP Japanese exam allows only 20 seconds after the conversation prompts and only 120 after the
presentation prompts. However, Speak Everywhere, the mediating computer software, accidentally increased the
time limit 25% more than the actual AP Japanese exam due to a programming error. Specifically, the timer that
examinees saw on the screen counted down each second 25% slower. Therefore, the audio recording ended up being
25 seconds and 150 seconds.
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The test was administered on a computer using a software called Speak Everywhere (e-
Language Learning LLC, 2014). This software was developed by the Center for Technology-
Enhanced Language Learning at Purdue University as an online oral platform for foreign
language teaching and learning. During the test session, examinees wore a headset with an
attached microphone, as in the actual AP Japanese exam. They received directions for each type
of task in English on the screen and also through audio. Using Speak Everywhere, the computer
screen that examinees saw during the test was recreated by the researcher to reflect the actual AP
Japanese exam as closely as possible. Figure 2 shows a screen shot of a conversation task in this
study. During the conversation task, examinees saw a situation for each task in English and a
picture of the person with whom they were talking. For both tasks, the countdown timer notified

students how many seconds were left for the prompt.

Course: Experiment Exercise: TestA ltem 1 of 4

You will have a conversation with Yumike Tanaka,
a study-abroad program coordinator, about staying
with a family in Japan.

Speak Everywhere -8

e — e

]
Recording time: 00:15 remaining

Figure 2. A sample computer screen for the conversation task.
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Student survey. The student survey was conducted immediately after the speaking test.
Appendix C shows the items in the survey. The survey asked for students’ background
information, how often they use a computer to talk with someone, how they are planning to use
their AP exam score, and their opinions on the computer-based speaking tasks.
Rating. Once all the speaking samples were collected, the speech data was separated by task
type and rated by different groups of raters. All speech samples were rated by the same three
raters. The present study adopted the official AP Japanese exam scoring guidelines for the
conversation and cultural perspective presentation tasks!!. Before the rater began scoring, they
received a one-hour rater training from the researcher, using scoring samples and explanations
released on the College Board’s website and the AP Japanese workshop handbooks. The rater
training materials included audio files and transcriptions of performance samples on each point
on the scale. The raters were instructed to score all examinees’ responses for one prompt before
they move on to the responses for the next prompt.
Rater survey. After raters completed scoring, they were asked to participate in a rater survey.
Appendix D shows the items in this survey. The rater questionnaire asked questions regarding
their background, issues and difficulties they encountered during rating, and their opinions on the
scoring rubric and rating procedures.
Data Analysis

Following the practice of mixed methods research, the present study collected both
quantitative and qualitative data. The diagram in Figure 3 below shows how each set of data was

analyzed and when the integration was conducted. Overall, the present study is a concurrent

! The rubrics can be found on the College Board’s website (https://secure-media.collegeboard.org/ap/pdf/ap18-sg-
japanese-language.pdf).
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mixed method study. Most analyses were conducted separately and the integration of the two

research strands was conducted at the end of the study (i.e., discussion/conclusion stage) except

for one part where the many-faced Rasch analysis and discourse analysis of the examinees’

responses were integrated at the analysis stage.

Speaking test Surveys Literature
I review
e —* Y Document
Quantitative analyses of test scores|| Qualitative analyses of language use Descriptive analysis
« Classical test theory Content analysis | Discourse analysis || statistics and |
* Inter-rater reliability coefficients (Macro-level) (Micro-level) content ;
* Generalizability theory Examinees’ | Conv. | Conv. | Examinees’ anal ysis. 6f
* Many-faced Rasch measurement | |performance | prompts |prompts| performance | | €Xaminee and '
e ¥ T rater surveys :
i H“-\‘,‘—,'-"_-‘" i i \‘g!’) *I' ! :
| . ! {|Compare the|| Compare !
! Investigate : ! pare P :
! = ; 1| results with the ; ;
underfittting and ; : : | :
! : : | | the L1 discourse | !
: biased items | || conversation || features by | :
! from the MFRM 5 e y ; i
| : ' literature task types :
v v v v . v . v
Evidence for Evidence
impact, for
Evidence for reliability, construct Evidence for authenticity and authenticity, construct
validity, interactiveness construct validity construct definition
validity, and and
reliability impact
Synthesize conversing and diverging evidence for meta-inferences about the test usefulness

Figure 3. Diagram for the research design of the present study.

Quantitative analyses. Quantitative analyses were conducted primarily using test scores. The

goal of quantitative analyses was to find evidence for reliability and construct validity of the

conversation and presentation tasks. Three types of quantitative analyses were used in the present

study: (a) classical test theory (CTT), (b) generalizability theory (G-theory), and (¢) many-faced

Rasch measurement (MFRM).
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Classical test theory. Descriptive statistics and inter-rater reliability coefficients for each
item and test form were obtained based on test scores using SPSS statistical package version 25
(IBM Corp., 2017). Descriptive statistics include means in raw score points, standard deviations
(SD), lowest scores observed (Minimum), highest scores observed (Maximum), skewness, and
kurtosis. Under CTT, parallel test forms should have equal means, variance, and correlations
with an outside measure (J. D. Brown, 2005). Means from four test forms were compared using
one-way repeated measure ANOVA for the conversation task and Paired sample t-test for the
presentation. Comparing variances, Hartley's F.qx test was used to compare the highest and
lowest variance estimates for the conversation task and two variance estimates for the
presentation task. As for correlations, since there was no outside measure, correlations between
test forms were calculated. For the conversation task, the highest and lowest correlation
coefficients were compared for statistical significance. As for an index of inter-rater reliability,
intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) are reported to examine to what extent the three raters
agreed in their ratings.

Generalizability theory. Generalizability analyses were conducted using a computer
program called GENOVA (Crick & Brennan, 1983). Table 12 below shows the summary of the
G- and D-study designs used for two types of speaking tasks in the present study. For all the G-
studies, values for variance component estimates and standard errors are reported to examine to
what extent each facet can account for score variability and to what extent measurement error

was attributed to each facet.
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Table 12 Summary of the G-Study and D-Study Designs

G-study D-study
Conversation p xfXxr
pXixr px[xR
PR
px@:fyxr px{U:F)*R
Presentation p xfXxr p*xFXR
p*(R:F)
pxr

Note. p = persons/examinees; » = raters; i = items/prompts; f = test forms; x = crossed with; : =
nested within. In generalizability theory, uppercase letters are used for facets except for, by
convention, the object of measurement in D-studies to emphasize that D studies focus on mean
scores for persons over sets of conditions rather than single person-item/form-rater combinations
(Brennan, 2001).

For the conversation task, the G-studies had three different balanced designs, all of which treated
items (i), raters (), and test forms (f) as random facets. Here, a balanced design means an equal
number of observations across examinees and test items. A random effect design was selected
because samples in each facet in the present study were considered to be exchangeable with any
other sample drawn from the universe of admissible observations. First, a two-facet fully crossed
G-study was conducted with a persons (p) by test forms (f) by raters (7) design: p x f x r. A fully
crossed design means all examinees were rated by all raters on all the conversation forms.
Composite scores were calculated for each set of conversation task and used for the test form
facet. The primary purpose of the p x f'x r design was to examine the magnitude of measurement
error caused by different conversation forms and raters. Second, a separate two-faced fully
crossed G-study was conducted for each test form with a persons (p) by items (i) by raters (r)
design: p x i x r. This design indicates that all examinees are rated by all raters on all the
conversation items/prompts. The main goal of the p x i x r design was to investigate the extent to

which conversation prompts and raters contributed to measurement error within each

conversation form. Lastly, a three-facet partially nested G-study was conducted with a persons
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(p) by items (i) nested within test forms (f) by raters (7) design: p % (i : f) X r. The third design
allowed the researcher to examine all four conversation forms in a single G-study while
reflecting the structure of the conversation task (i.e., four prompts are grouped under one
overarching topic). In this design, individual item scores were used instead of composite scores.
For the presentation task, the G-studies had two different balanced designs, both of which treat
items (i), raters (), and test forms (f) as random facets. First, a two-facet fully crossed G-study
was conducted with a persons (p) by test forms (f) by raters (») design: p x f % r. Since the
presentation task produces only one score per test form, a test form score is the same as an item
score. The purpose of this G-study was to examine the magnitude of measurement error caused
by different presentation test forms and raters. Next, a separate one-faced crossed G-study was
conducted for each presentation form with a persons (p) by raters (r) design: p x r. This design
assumed that all examinees are rated by all raters for Presentation A or B. The main goal of the p
x r design was to investigate the extent to which raters contributes to measurement error within
each presentation form.

In the actual AP Japanese exam, each free response item is scored only once by one rater.
As for the conversation task, a different rater may be assigned to each of the four prompts.
Similarly, in the presentation task, a different rater may be assigned to different examinees. The
universe of admissible observation for the actual AP Japanese exam can be described as persons
(p) by raters nested within items p x (7 : i) for the conversation task and persons (p) by items (7)
with raters as a hidden facet: p x i for the presentation task. However, the problem of the p x (r:
i) and p X i designs is that the magnitude of an item effect is unclear because it is confounded
with a rater effect. Therefore, the present study decided to use crossed designs with multiple

items and raters for the G-studies to separate an item effect from a rater effect. A crossed design
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is also “advantageous because it maximizes the number of design structures that can be
considered for one or more subsequent D-studies” (Brennan, 2001, p. 17).

Following the G-studies, a series of D-studies was conducted. As discussed in the
literature review, one of the greatest appeals of generalizability theory is the ability to simulate
the reliability of a test with a different number of items and raters. In addition, it allows us to
simulate different scoring designs. In particular, employing fully crossed G-studies allows the
researcher to consider D-study designs that are different from G-studies. Brennan (2001)
explains it as follows:

the universe of generalization may be narrower than the universe of admissible

observations. Also, the structure of the D study can be different from that employed to

estimate variance components in the G study. Generalizability theory does not merely
permit such differences—it effectively encourages investigators to give serious
consideration to the consequences of employing different D study designs and/or

different assumptions about a universe of generalization. (p. 14)

For instance, we can compare reliability estimates between when all items are rated by the same
rater and when different items are rated by different raters. Therefore, the present study
conducted D-studies with (a) the same designs as G-studies that reflect how the data was
collected and (b) different designs from the G-studies that take the actual scoring design for the
AP Japanese exam into account. For the conversation task, a D-study with a p x I X R design was
conducted for each test form to predict changes in reliability estimates if we changed the number
of items and raters. The p x I X R design assumed that all examinees received the same item(s)
and that all items were scored by the same rater(s). Note that in generalizability theory,

uppercase letters are used for facets except for, by convention, the object of measurement in D-
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studies to emphasize that D-studies focus on mean scores for persons over sets of conditions
rather than single person-item/form-rater combinations (Brennan, 2001). A D-study with a p x
(R : 1) design was also conducted to compare reliability estimates when all the examinees
received the same item(s), but different items were scored by different raters. This nested design
was only used for a D-study using the variance components obtained from the fully crossed G-
study with the p % i x r design. The third D-study with a p x (I : F) x R design was conducted to
predict changes in reliability estimates if we changed the number of items, test forms, and raters.
This design assumed that different examinees received a different set of items (/ : F)) and that the
set of items in each test form were rated by the same rater(s). Among all the D-study designs for
the conversation task that were used in the present study, two nested designs are closer to the
current scoring design of the AP Japanese conversation task. For the presentation task, a p x F' %
R design was used to simulate what would happen to reliability estimates when the numbers of
test forms and raters were different under the scenario where all examinees had the same test
item(s) and rater(s). A p x (R : F) design was used to simulate when examinees had the same test
item(s), but different items were scored by different rater(s). This nested design is closer to the
current scoring procedures of the AP Japanese presentation task. This nested design was only
used for a D-study using the variance components obtained from the fully crossed G-study with
the p X f'x r design.

Many-facet Rasch measurement. The Many-facet Rasch measurement (MFRM) was
conducted using a computer program called FACETS, version 3.8.4 (Linacre, 2018). The Rating
Scale Model (Andrich, 1978) was employed for all FACETS analyses in the present study
because the same scoring rubric was shared for all items within each task type (i.e., conversation

or presentation) in the AP Japanese exam. Although each test item may have slightly different
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criteria in practice, the Rating Scale Model was selected over the Partial Credit Model in the
present study because the sample size was relatively small and the rating scale had seven
categories (i.e., 0—6). If the Partial Credit Model, which assumes that each item has its own

rating structure, was used some rating categories of some test items may have only a few or even
no observation, when at least 10 observations are recommended for each rating category (Linacre,
1999). The lack of an adequate number of observations leads to less stable item difficulty
estimates and a weak basis for inference (Linacre, 2000). Therefore, the Rating Scale Model was
chosen to ensure results offer a stronger basis for inference.

In order to compare item and task difficulty, item scores from all test forms were co-
calibrated first for each task type. The conversation task had four facets in the MFRM analysis:
examinees, raters, test forms, and items; the cultural presentation had three facets: examinees,
raters, and test forms/items. The overview of the MFRM results is presented on separate vertical
rulers for each type of task. In addition, logit scores, error estimates, infit mean squares (MnSq),
and infit z-standardized values (ZStd) were obtained for each facet. The item fit statistics were
examined to confirm whether all the prompts measure the same single underlying trait as the AP
Japanese development committee intended. In order to evaluate invariance of the person ability
measures, separate MFRM analyses were conducted for each form of conversation and cultural
presentation tasks. After obtaining separate person ability measures from all versions of the task,
correlation coefficients among forms were obtained. Then averaged correlation coefficients were
calculated using the Fisher z transformation to examine invariance of person ability measures.
Qualitative analyses. Content and language used in the conversation prompts and examinees’

performance from both the conversation task and cultural presentation task were qualitatively
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examined. In order to ensure the validity of the analysis, a second coder'? was used for each
aspect of analysis. There was a total of 5 second coders for 13 different aspects of qualitative
analyses. Table 13 (see Appendix E) shows the summary of inter-coder reliability for the present
study. The first two columns show the aspect of analysis, and the proportion of the data analyzed
by two coders. The third column indicates the rate of agreement between two coders. The fourth
column shows the total number of the target features found in the data. The next two columns
show the number of cases identified only by the researcher (Coder 1) or the second coder (Coder
2) when there was no fixed number of categories to classify into. For example, regarding the pre-
task context descriptions, 3 issues were identified only by Coder 1 and 9 issues were identified
only by Coder 2. Out of 29 issues identified by Coder 1 and/or Coder 2, 17 issues (58.6%) were
identified by both coders. NA (not applicable) indicates a situation where the analysis involved a
fixed number of codes or categories. The last column shows brief background information for
each second coder. All second coders were graduate students who were studying (Japanese)
linguistics. All coders except one (Coder E) were native speakers of Japanese.

Conversation tasks and prompts. Eleven sets of conversation tasks from 20072017
were analyzed with regards to their content (macro level) and discourse features (micro level) as
shown in Table 14 below. The goal of the qualitative analysis of the conversation tasks and their
prompts was to find evidence primarily for construct validity and authenticity of the conversation
tasks. The analysis of conversation tasks and prompts was conducted by both the researcher and

the second coders, all of who examined all of the data (i.e., 44 prompts in 4 conversation tasks).

12 Depending on the target aspect(s) of analysis, a different person was used as the second coder.
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Table 14

Aspects of Analysis of the Conversation Prompts

Aspect

Criterion

Macro-Level

Context provided in English

Content of the prompts

Fit with the scoring
guidelines

If the context provides sufficient situational and cultural
information for proficient TL speakers to situate
themselves in a speech event and to determine an
appropriate quality, quantity, and manner of their responses
in the prompts that follow.

If the content and speech acts in each prompt are common
or expected in the given situational and cultural context.

If the elaboration of the response appropriate in the given
situational and cultural context.

Micro-Level

Cognitive processing
Cognitive functions
Fragmentality

Syntactic complexity

Speech acts
Interactional moves and
stance marking

Proportions of substantive and regulatory IUs per test form
Proportions of clausal and phrasal IUs per test form

The average number of coordinating and subordinating
expressions per main finite clause.

Frequency of different types of speech acts per test form
Types of interactional moves and linguistic resources used
for the moves

Macro-level analyses. Macro-level analyses were done from three perspectives by the

researcher and another graduate student who was a native speaker of Japanese and specializes in

Japanese language and linguistics. First, the context provided to the test takers in English at the

beginning of the task was analyzed to examine if the context provided situationally and culturally

relevant information for test takers to situate themselves in the speech event and to determine the

appropriate content, manner, and extent of their responses in the prompts that followed. A total

of 29 issues were identified. Seventeen (58.6%) of them were identified by both analysts; the

remaining 12 issues were pointed out by only one of the analysts. Second, the content and speech

act of each prompt were analyzed to examine if they were common or expected in the given

situational and cultural context. A total of 13 issues were identified. Among them, eight issues
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(61.5%) were identified by both analysts. Third, the fit between each prompt and the descriptions
in the AP scoring guidelines was examined. Since the AP Japanese conversation scoring
guidelines list thoroughness and elaboration as key features for task completion regardless of the
type of prompt, the present study particularly looked at whether thoroughness and elaboration
was appropriate or expected for each prompt in a given context. Specifically, each prompt was
categorized into three groups: (a) a detailed and elaborated response is hardly expected; (b) a
detailed and elaborated response may be made, but not commonly expected; and (c) a detailed
and elaborated response is expected. The inter-coder agreement was 68.2% (30 out of 44
prompts). For all three aspects of the macro-analysis, when there was a disagreement between
the researcher and the second analyst, the researcher discussed with the second analyst and
decided if they should be included in the results and how to code each case.

Micro-level analyses. Micro-level analyses were done for four aspects: (a) cognitive
processing, (b) syntactic complexity, (c) speech acts, and (d) discourse moves. The prompts were
first segmented into intonation units (IU) in order to examine the linguistic input in the
conversation task from a cognitive processing perspective (Chafe, 1985, 1987). Based on the
previous literature (Du Bois et al., 1992; Iwasaki, 2008), the following six features were
considered to identify the boundaries of an IU: (a) a unified intonation contour, (b) a pause, (c) a
pitch reset, (d) a syllable lengthening, (e) a tail pitch movement, and (f) a sentence final/middle
particle. Intonation contour was primarily examined by identifying pauses peaks for pitch.
According to Iwasaki (2008), each IU usually has one peak for pitch. Therefore, when a pitch
reset is observed, that often indicates the beginning of a new IU. In addition, a lengthening of
syllable(s), a tail pitch movement, which is a sudden rise or rise and fall of pitch, and a sentence

final/middle particle such as ne, sa, and yo are often observed at the end of an IU in Japanese.
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Therefore, these features were also used to identify IU boundaries in combination with pauses
and intonation contour. Not all six features needed to be found for each IU. Segmentation was
done by two coders and the inter-coder agreement was 92.4%. When there was a disagreement,
the two coders discussed their rationales for the segmentation and the disagreement was resolved.

IUs were then categorized into substantive, regulatory, and fragmentary IUs. Adopting
Chafe’s (1994) definition, the present study defines substantive IUs as segments that “convey
substantive ideas of events, states, or referents” (p. 63). Regulatory IUs are defined as segments
that regulate interaction or information flow; this category includes discourse markers (Schiffrin,
1987), backchannels, fillers, hedges, greetings, and other formulaic expressions. Fragmentary
IUs are defined as segments that do not convey substantive ideas or have interactional functions
as a result of false start, etc. The classification of IUs was done by two coders and the inter-coder
agreement was 97.7%. The disagreements primarily related to how to categorize IUs that were
made of semi-formulaic expressions and brief reactive tokens; the present study decided to treat
these IUs as regulatory IUs. Proportions of substantive and regulatory IUs are reported to
examine how much of the conversational input had referential and non-referential functions,
respectively.

Substantive IUs were subsequently categorized into clausal IUs or phrasal IUs. Following
Matsumoto (2001), the present study defines a clause as a unit of discourse which consists of a
verbal, nominal, or adjectival predicate and its associated core arguments. A clause may also
include adjuncts such as temporal, locative, and/or manner adverbials. In Japanese, core
arguments such as a subject and an object may not be overtly expressed. When the subject and/or
object are null, an IU with a predicate alone may be categorized as clausal. When the core

arguments were overtly expressed, but they were in a separate IU from the predicate, the IU with
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a separated predicate was classified as phrasal. When there was one clause in one IU, the U was
sub-classified as a single clausal [U. When one IU included more than one clause, the IU was
sub-classified as a multi-clausal IU. The classification of IUs was done by two coders and the
inter-coder-agreement was 89.7%. When there was a disagreement, the two coders discussed
their rationales for the categorization and the disagreement was resolved. The proportions of
different types of substantial [Us were compared across the eleven test forms and with the results
of previous studies (i.e., Iwasaki & Tao, 1993; Matsumoto, 2001, 2003) in order to examine the
degree of fragmentality of speech in the conversation prompts.

Next, the syntactic complexity of conversation prompts was examined. Although
linguistic complexity (Bult¢ & Housen, 2012; Norris & Ortega, 2009) is multidimensional in
nature, other indices such as information density and lexical/grammatical variety were not used
in the present study due to a lack of previous research using naturally occurring data with which
to compare. Coordinating expressions are grammar and expressions to combine two semantically
similar clauses and predicates; these include conjoining (e.g., non-temporal conjunctive —te,
clause-final conjunctive particles ga and kedo, and representative action expression —tari —tari),
temporal chaining to express chronological actions (e.g., —te, —tara, and —to), and independent
conjunctions that are connecting two adjacent clauses or predicates at a local level (e.g., soshite
‘and’, demo ‘but’, and dakara ‘so/because’). Independent conjunctions functioning at a global
level that were used to relate utterances with a larger context of discourse (e.g., mazu ‘first’,
saigoni ‘lastly’, ja ‘then’) were not included. Subordinate expressions are multi-clause structures
where one clause is a main clause and another is a dependent and/or embedded clause; these
includes adverbial subordinations (e.g., temporal clause —toki ‘when’, conditional —ba ‘if’, reason

—node ‘because’, and purpose —yooni ‘so that’) and embedded clause structures (e.g.,
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grammatical nominalization —koto, relative clause, compliment clause -to omou ‘think that-’).
The coordinate and subordinate expressions were identified and coded by the researcher and the
second coder. The inter-coder agreement was 73.5% (36 out of 49).

Structural complexity was examined through the average number of coordinating and
subordinating expressions per main finite clause in each conversation test form. For each prompt,
the numbers of subordinating and coordinating expressions were divided by the number of main
finite clause. Then the average ratio was calculated for each test form. Frequency ratios were
used to control the difference in the amount of utterance between test forms. A main finite clause
in Japanese is an independent clause that carries tense. For instance, the following utterance has
two main finite clauses conjoined by the conjunctive particle -kedo ‘but’ as is indicated by the
underlines: nihon no hostfamilii no koto desu kedo donna kazoka ga ii desu ka ‘Regarding your
host family in Japan, what kind of family is good?” One utterance ended with -kedo. In such a
case, the suspended utterance was counted as one main finite clause and the conjunctive particle
at the end of the utterance was not included in the number of coordinating expressions. The
researcher and the second coder segmented all the prompt data by main finite clause; the inter-
coder agreement for the segmentation was 90.9%. The number of coordinating and subordinating
expressions per main finite clauses were compared across conversation test forms.

Third, the prompts were then analyzed for their speech acts (Searle, 1979). Each
conversation prompt includes a few utterances; therefore, one prompt may consist of a multiple,
differing speech acts, such as acknowledgement and assessment of the other person’s response
and asking a question. In real-life, speakers more likely react to each of these speech acts as they
occur (Sacks et al., 1974; Tanaka, 1999). However, the AP Japanese conversation task does not

allow test takers to handle these speech acts in the same way as in real interaction. In a context
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where multiple speech acts are presented at once and test takers have a time limit for their
response, it seems natural for test takers to think some speech acts are more worthy or urgent to
respond to than others. Thus, the present study coded the most seemingly prominent speech act
when multiple speech acts were observed in one prompt. Coding of speech acts was done based
on the pragmatic function and meaning of the utterance (e.g., greeting, information question,
request, and invite). In other words, the present study considers that a speech act is not inherent
in grammatical form. The coding was done by two coders and the inter-coder agreement was 38
out of 44 prompts (86.4%). When there was a disagreement, the coders discussed their rationales
for their coding and the disagreement was resolved. The numbers of different types of speech
acts were compared across test forms.

Fourth, the conversation prompts were analyzed in terms of discourse moves. The present
study focused on two types of discourse moves. The first type was related to sequential
organization of talk such as openings and (pre-) closings of talk, shifting topics and speech acts,
and acknowledgements of another speaker’s response. When these moves occur in real-life
interaction, they are often realized with or accompanied by particular types of linguistic
resources, including formulaic expressions and discourse markers, to achieve coherence (e.g.,
Tanaka, 1999; Tateyama, 2000). Therefore, the present study examined what kind of discourse
moves related to sequential organization occurred in the conversation prompts and whether they
co-occurred with any linguistic resources that are commonly observed in spoken interaction. The
second type of discourse moves are related to a speakers’ stance. Although stance marking is
ubiquitous in real-life spoken interaction (Aoki, 2010; Cook, 1990b, 1990a; Lauwereyns, 2000;
Maynard, 1991), it is hard to prescribe when it should occur since it is up to individual speakers

in deciding if, when, and how they want to code their attitude and perception in their utterances.
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Therefore, for the second type of discourse move, the present study only report how often they
occurred in the conversation prompts. The coding was done by two people; the inter-coder
agreement was 83.5%. When there was a disagreement, two coders discussed the rationales and
resolved the disagreement.

Examinees’ performance. Examinees’ responses were analyzed at the macro and micro
levels as shown in Table 15 below. In order to ensure the validity of the analysis, second coders'?
also analyzed or coded approximately 15% of the student performance samples.

Table 15

Aspects of Examinees’ Performance

Aspect n  Criterion
Macro-Level
Content of the response 102 If the quality, quantity, and manner of test takers’ responses
(conversation only) in the conversation task are appropriate or expected in the
given situational and cultural context.

Micro-Level

Syntactic complexity 81 The average number of coordinating and subordinating
expressions per main finite clause
Discourse moves 81 Frequency of different types of interactional moves and

pragmatic particles

Macro-level analyses. A macro-level analysis involved the analysis of content of
examinees’ responses. This analysis was conducted only for the responses from the conversation
task. A total of 102 examinee’s responses were analyzed. The goal of the content analysis was to
collect evidence for construct validity by examining if test takers behaved as the test developer
expected and to collect evidence for authenticity by examining to what extent their responses
were relevant to the prompt in the discourse. Examinees’ responses were categorized into 7

groups: (a) the entire response was relevant to the prompt, (b) the response was partially relevant

13 Depending on the aspects of analysis, different person was hired as a second coder.
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to the prompt and partially ambiguous due to errors, (c) the response was partially relevant and
partially irrelevant to the prompt, (d) the response was partially relevant and partially ambiguous
and irrelevant, (e) the entire response was ambiguous, (f) the entire response was irrelevant, and
(g) no response. Furthermore, each category was subcategorized into 2 groups: extended and
short responses. The second coder categorized 15% of the data; the inter-coder agreement was
80.3%.

Micro-level analyses. Micro-level analyses were done from two perspectives: (a)
syntactic complexity, and (b) interactive moves and stance marking. The goal of a micro-level
analysis was to collect evidence for construct validity by investigating to what extent the
language used in the conversation task and presentation task was similar to or different from
each other. In order to compare the language use from two different task types by the same
examinees, this analysis was conducted on language samples from only the 81 examinees who
completed both the conversation and presentation tasks.

Structural complexity was examined through the average number of coordinating and
subordinating expressions per main finite clause in each task type. Frequency ratios were used to
control the effect of the time limit difference between the conversation and presentation tasks,
and the difference in the amount of speech between test takers. A main finite clause in Japanese
is an independent clause that carries tense. For instance, the following utterance has two main
finite clauses conjoined by the conjunctive particle -kedo ‘but’ as it indicated by the underlines:

yvasashii kazoku ga ii desu kedo maa anoo jivuuna jikan o kureru hosutofamirii ga ii to

omoimasu ‘A kind family is good, but well ah I think that a host family that give me some free
time is good.” Some utterances were suspended before completion. When an utterance omitted

the main finite clause and ended with what is conventionally considered a subordinate expression
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(e.g, -node and -kara ‘because’), the suspended clause was counted as one main finite clause.
Similarly, when the utterance ended with a coordinating conjunction (e.g., -shi), it was counted
as one main finite clause if it could convey the complete meaning. However, the subordinating
and coordinating expressions at the end of the suspended clauses were excluded from the token
counts. Fragmented utterances occurred mostly at the end of each recording due to the time limit;
these were counted as 0.5. The researcher segmented all data by main finite clause and the
second coder segmented 15% of the data. The inter-coder agreement for the segmentation was
84.5%. The researchers then identified different types of subordinating and coordinating
expressions and counted their frequency; the second coder examined 15% of the data. The inter-
coder agreement for the coding of subordinating and coordinating expressions was 83.6%.

The second aspect of discourse features is the use of interactional moves and stance
markers. In the present study interactional moves means moves test takers makes actively in
order to engage the other speaking participant or to show their engagement in the speech such as
asking for questions, asking for confirmation, asking for suggestions, inviting, and so forth.
Describing and stating facts, opinions, and preferences were observed in all test forms; these
moves were not targeted in the present analysis. In addition, moves that were made directly in
response to the prompts such as answering questions, providing confirmation, and accepting a
request were not included in the analysis. For instance, when the prompt explicitly asked for
suggestions, the move of making a suggestion in response was excluded from the token counts;
however, when a test taker voluntarily made a suggestion without being prompted, that move
was included in the token counts. In addition to the interactive moves, the use of stance markers
was examined. In particular, the present study focused on the use of pragmatic particles such as

ne, yo, no, na, and the like. Among many different types of stance marking strategies, pragmatic
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particles were selected for two reasons. First, the previous sociolinguistic literature reported that
pragmatic particles were ubiquitous in spoken interaction (Cook, 1990b, 1990a; Hayano, 2011;
D.-Y. Lee, 2007; Morita, 2005, 2012a; Squires, 1994; Yoshimi, 1997). Second, most high school
Japanese programs introduce at least a few interactional particles in the classroom. As such, the
study can exclude the possibility that test takers simply did not know the existence of pragmatic
particles. Thus, the interactive moves and pragmatic particles were identified and coded. The
second coder examined 15% of the data and the inter-coder agreement was 85.4%. Since one
student may use the same pragmatic particle(s) multiple times, the proportion of examinees who
use the interactional moves and pragmatic particles were compared between the conversation
task and presentation using Cochran’s Q test.

After the qualitative examination of the examinees’ performance, the results of the
content analysis were combined with results of the MFRM analysis to further investigate the
possible sources of measurement error. Based on the list of significant examinee-prompt bias
interactions, corresponding language samples were extracted and qualitatively examined to
explore any patterns and characteristics. As for underfitting conversation prompts, examinees’
language samples were first sorted according to their logit scores from the co-calibrated MFRM.
Then responses that received a considerably lower/higher raw score than other examinees with
similar ability were extracted and qualitatively examined.

Lastly, the results of examinee and rater surveys were analyzed. For items on the Likert
scale, mean, standard deviation (SD), minimum selected (Min), maximum selected (Max),
number of responses, and number of participants who select each choice will be reported.

Participants’ responses in open-ended questions were thematically analyzed for patterns.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

This chapter first presents the results of quantitative analyses of examinees’ test scores
using generalizability theory and many-facet Rasch measurement (Linacre, 1989). Next,
qualitative results from discourse analyses of the conversation task and examinees’ performance
will be discussed. Lastly, the results of examinee and rater surveys will be presented.
Quantitative Analysis
Descriptive statistics. To provide a general picture of the data, descriptive statistics are reported
in Tables 16—18 below for test forms, prompts, and raters, respectively. Each table shows means
in raw score points, standard deviations (SD), lowest scores observed (Minimum), highest scores
observed (Maximum), skewness, and kurtosis. Table 16 also shows Cronbach’s alpha for the
conversation task. For the descriptive statistics on test forms, test scores from three raters were
averaged for each examinee for each test form.
Table 16

Descriptive Statistics for Test Forms

Form n Mean SD Minimum Maximum Skewness Kurtosis Alpha
Conversation A 102 14.22 5.39 0.00 24 -0.11 —0.66 .893
Conversation B 102 14.76 5.61 1.67 24 0.00 —0.92 878
Conversation C 102 13.00 6.84 0.00 24 0.15 -1.17 .896
ConversationD 102 16.26 5.71 0.00 24 —0.63 —0.04 .892
Presentation A 90 3.70 142 0.33 6 —-0.07 —-0.89 -
Presentation B 90 3.63 145 0.00 6 —0.17 —0.85 -

Note. The highest possible score was 24 for the conversation task, and 6 for the presentation task.
Based on the means of the raw scores, Conversation C (M = 13.00) seems to be the most difficult
within the conversation task followed by Conversations A (M = 14.22), B (M = 14.76), and D (M

=16.26). The difference between the most difficult conversation form (Form C) and the easiest
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from (Form D) was 3.26 in raw score points. In terms of the raw score variation, Conversation C
had the largest standard deviation of 6.84 and Conversation A had the smallest value of 5.39,
which means Conversation C had the widest raw score variation and Conversation A had the
smallest variation. With respect to minimum and maximum scores, there was at least one
extreme score (zero or perfect score) in all the conversation forms. One student had a perfect
score in all four conversation forms. Skewness and kurtosis values help to see how close the
empirical score distribution is to a normal distribution. A normal distribution has a skewness

value of 0 and a kurtosis value of 0. The skewness values for Conversations A-D were —0.11,
0.00, 0.15, and —0.63, respectively. These skewness values all fell between —1 and +1, which

indicates that the raw score distributions for all conversation forms were approximately

symmetric (J. D. Brown, 2005). The kurtosis values for Conversations A—D were —0.66, —0.92, —
1.17, —0.04, respectively. The kurtosis values for Conversations A, B, and D were between —1

and +1, which allows for consideration of normal distributions. On the other hand, the kurtosis
value for Conversation C was greater than +1, which indicates a slightly leptokurtic (peaked)
distribution. Table 16 also shows Cronbach’s alphas for Conversations A—D, which

were .893, .878, .896, and .892, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha is an index for the internal
consistency reliability of a scale. It indicates how well a set of prompts within each conversation
form measure the same single dimension; it ranges from 0 to 1. The results showed relatively
high reliability estimates for all conversation forms. As for the presentation task, means and
standard deviations in raw scores were similar between Presentations A (M = 3.70, SD = 1.42)
and B (M =3.63, SD = 1.43). There were several extreme scores in both Presentations A and B.

Two examinees had perfect scores for both Presentations A and B. With the conversation and

130



presentation tasks combined, no examinee had an extreme score (zero or perfect) score. The

skewness values for Presentations A and B were —0.07 and —0.17, respectively, indicating that

the raw score distributions for both presentation forms were approximately symmetric (J. D.
Brown, 2005). The kurtosis values for Presentations A and B were —0.89 and —0.85,
respectively; these kurtosis values allow for consideration of normal distributions.

Table 17 shows the descriptive statistics for each conversation prompt used in this study.
For the descriptive statistics for the conversation prompts, scores from three raters were averaged
for each examinee for each conversation prompt.
Table 17

Descriptive Statistics for Conversation Prompts

Prompt Mean SD  Minimum Maximum Skewness Kurtosis
Al 3.82  1.49 0 6 —0.34 —-0.29

A2 276  1.81 0 6 0.35 -0.91
A3 3.83  1.76 0 6 —0.53 —-0.72
A4 3.81 143 0 6 —0.40 0.27
B1 433 1.06 1 6 —0.01 —0.48
B2 322 2.02 0 6 0.02 -1.35
B3 3.82  1.61 0 6 —-0.37 —0.41
B4 340 1.98 0 6 —0.35 —-1.03
Cl 347  2.04 0 6 —0.25 -1.33
C2 341  1.90 0 6 —0.04 -1.19
C3 281 230 0 6 0.15 -1.52
C4 329 193 0 6 —0.12 —-1.14
Dl 443 1.52 0 6 —1.06 0.66
D2 390 1.88 0 6 —0.55 —-0.74
D3 4.04 1.72 0 6 —0.70 —-0.27

D4 3.83 1.09 2 6 0.35 —0.46

Note. N =102. The highest possible score for each prompt was 6. The alphabet before the prompt
numbers indicate a test form (e.g, A1 = Form A Prompt 1).
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Based on the mean raw scores, A2 (M = 2.76) was the most difficult and D1 (M = 4.43) was the
easiest. Skewness indexes for the prompts shows that D1 (—1.06) has a negatively skewed
distribution. It indicates that relatively a lot of examinees are cramped together on the higher end
of the scale. The Kurtosis index for the prompts shows that B2, C1, C2, C3, and C4 had

platykurtic distributions with values of —1.35, —=1.03, —1.33, —1.19, —1.52, and —1.14, respectively.

The descriptive statistics show that score distributions were close to normal for half of the
prompts used in this study.

Table 18 shows the descriptive statistics for raters. Means in raw scores and standard
deviations for Raters 1-6 were 3.73 (SD = 1.85), 3.45 (SD = 1.88), 3.73 (SD =1.77), 4.00 (SD =
1.60), 3.67 (SD = 1.43), and 3.34 (SD = 1.59), in order. Within each task type, raters were
somewhat similar in the mean raw scores and standard deviation values. Furthermore, the
skewness and kurtosis values were all within £1, thus the scores can be considered normally
distributed for all six raters.

Table 18

Descriptive Statistics for Raters

Rater n Mean SD  Minimum Maximum Skewness Kurtosis

Conversation task

1 1632 3.73 1.85 0 6 -0.47 —0.85

2 1632 345 1.88 0 6 -0.31 —-0.95

3 1632 3.73 1.77 0 6 —-0.41 —0.75
Presentation task

4 180 4.00 1.60 0 6 -0.32 -0.94

5 180 3.67 1.43 0 6 0.10 -0.63

6 180 3.34 1.59 0 6 -0.10 -0.90

Note. The highest possible score from each rater for each prompt was 6.
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Parallel-form reliability for the conversation task. A one-way repeated measures ANOVA
was conducted to compare means for the four conversation test forms reported in Table 16. Table
19 shows the ANOV A summary table for the conversation task.

Table 19

One-Way ANOVA with Repeated-Measures Summary Table for the Conversation Task

Source df SS MS F p >
Examinee 101 8884.02 87.96
Test form 2.56 559.55 21897  36.10 .000 263
Error 258.09  1565.64 6.07
Total 305 11009.22

Note. The degree of freedoms for the test form and its error were adjusted using a Huynh-Feldt
estimates of sphericity since Mauchly's Test of Sphericity indicated a violation of the assumption
of sphericity.

Mauchly's Test of Sphericity indicated that the assumption of sphericity was violated, x> (5) =
27.890, p <.001, therefore the degrees of freedom were corrected using Huynh-Feldt estimates
of sphericity (e = .85). The results show that there was significant effect of test form on
examinees’ conversation task scores, F (2.555, 258.089) = 218.974, p < .001, > = .263. Partial
eta squared (1) indicates the percentage of variance in the conversation test forms and its
associated error that was accounted for by the test form effect. In other words, examinees’ mean
conversation scores differed in a statistically significant way between conversation test forms. In
addition, the test form effect accounted for 26.3% of the variance in test form and its error. Post
hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed that examinees scored higher on Conversation
D than on Conversations A, B, C by average points of 2.04 (p <.001), 1.49 (p <.001), and 3.26
(p <.001), respectively. Furthermore, examinees scored higher on Conversation B than on

Conversation C by an average of 1.77 points (p < .001). The results of ANOVA indicate that the

four conversation test forms were not equivalent in terms of raw mean scores.
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Following the comparisons of means, Hartley's Fiu.x test was conducted to examine
whether test forms had statistically equivalent variance. Based on the standard deviation values
reported in Table 16, Conversation C (S? = 29.08) had the highest and Conversation A (5> =
46.79) has the lowest variance values among the conversation tasks; therefore, these two
variance values were compared. The results show that there was no statistically significant
difference in variance between Conversations A and C, F (101, 2) = 1.61, p > .05. This also
indicates that there was no significant difference among the four conversation forms in terms of
variance.

Next, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between test forms were
calculated and presented in Table 20. The Z-scores in the fourth column were obtained using
Fisher z transformation and used to calculate the average correlation coefficient for the
conversation task.

Table 20

Correlation Coefficients between Conversation Forms Using the Mean Composite Scores

Test forms r r Fisher z
Conversation A & B .865 748 1.313
Conversation A & C .825 .681 1.172
Conversation A & D .885 783 1.398
Conversation B & C .884 781 1.394
Conversation B & D .886 785 1.403
Conversation C & D .838 702 1.214

Conversation Average .866 750 1.316
Presentation A & B .540 292 -

Note. All correlations were significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
The highest correlation coefficient for conversation task was found between Conversations B and

D (rsp = .886); the lowest one was found between Conversations A and C (rac = .825). The
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difference between these coefficients of correlation was compared using the z-scores obtained

from Fisher z transformation and the following formula:

Zpp — ZAc
O-d ’

7z =

Z

Since the two coefficients of correlations were uncorrelated, the following formula was used to

obtain gy, .

_ 1
%:= IN,—3" N,—3
Zgp — Zac _ ZBp — Zac _ 1.403 —-1.172

] 1 1 1 1
\/N1—3+N2—3 99 99

zZ= = 1.626

04

The result shows that the difference between the highest and lowest correlation coefficients
among the conversation task was not significant, p > .05. This suggests that the strength of
association probably varied due to chance alone.

In summary, the four conversation test forms were found to be not equivalent because
they did not have statistically equal means in raw score although they had statistically equal
variance and correlation among themselves.

Parallel-form reliability for the presentation task. A paired-samples t-test was conducted to
compare the presentation mean scores reported in Table 16. There was no significant difference
in the means for Presentations A (M =3.70, SD =1.42) and B (M =3.63, SD = 1.45); ¢ (89)
=.429, p = .67. The results of the paired-samples t-test indicate that the two presentation test
forms were equivalent in terms of raw mean scores. Next, a Hartley's Fiax test was conducted to
compare variance between Presentations A (S? = 2.04) and B (S? = 2.13). The results showed that

there was no statistically significant difference in variance between Presentations A and B, £ (89,
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2)=1.04, p > .05. Lastly, Presentations A and B had a relatively low correlation (» = .540) and
correlation of determination (#° = .292). This means that only 29.2% of the score variance can be
explained by the examinees’ ability. In summary, Presentations A and B were somewhat
equivalent, but it can be said with caution because of the relatively low correlation.

Interrater reliability. Two-way random, absolute agreement, single-measure intraclass
correlation coefficients (ICC) (Portney & Watkins, 2015) were conducted to assess the degree
that raters agreed in their ratings of examinees’ performance. Table 21 shows ICC estimates and
the 95% confident intervals that were calculated using SPSS. The obtained ICC value for all
conversation prompts was .871, its 95% confidence interval ranged between .853 and .886,
meaning that there was a 95% chance that the true ICC value would land on any point

between .853 and .886. Therefore, based on statistical inference, the level of a single rater’s score
reliability for the conversation task was “good” (Best & Kahn, 2006; Cicchetti, 1994; Koo & Li,
2016; Portney & Watkins, 2015) overall. The resulting ICC for all conversation prompts
indicates that raters had a high degree of agreement. The high ICC suggests that a minimal

amount of measurement error was introduced by the independent raters.
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Table 21
Interrater Reliability Estimates (Intraclass Correlation Coefficients) of Conversation Task Using

Single-Measure, Absolute-Agreement, Two-Way Random-Effects Model

Items Intracla.ss 95% CI F Test with True Value 0

Correlation L. UL Value  dfl df2 Sig
Conversation task
All 871 853 886 22.50 1631 3262 .000
Al 877 823 915 25.28 101 202 .000
A2 786 692 853 14.00 101 202 .000
A3 .920 892 943 36.09 101 202 .000
A4 .820 761 868 14.80 101 202 .000
Bl 766 691 827 11.20 101 202 .000
B2 .886 .831  .923 27.85 101 202 .000
B3 .858 752 914 25.52 101 202 .000
B4 .890 795 936 34.63 101 202 .000
Cl1 .849 791 893 19.49 101 201 .000
C2 .843 852 925 28.02 101 202 .000
C3 .886 827 924 28.40 101 202 .000
C4 .809 715 872 16.40 101 202 .000
D1 871 816 910 23.61 101 202 .000
D2 .880 838 914 23.52 101 202 .000
D3 .873 820 911 23.83 101 202 .000
D4 .866 816 904 21.70 101 202 .000
Presentation task

All 767 670 834 13.09 179 358 .000
A 175 695 839 11.98 89 178  .000
B 764 546 868 16.34 89 178  .000

Note. k= 3; CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

Table 21 also shows inter-rater reliability estimates for the individual prompts. For the
conversation task, two prompts (i.e., A2 and B1) had their ICC values below .80. The 95%
confidence intervals ranged between .692 and .853 for A2, and .691 and .827 for B1. The ICC

values for 14 prompts fell between .80 and .89. Out of 14 prompts, four prompts (i.e., B3, B4, C1,
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and C4) had the lower bounds of the 95% confidence interval below .80. The ICC value for one
prompt (i.e., A3) was above .90. The results show that most conversation prompts had both their
ICC values and 95% confidence intervals above .80. This suggest that examinee’s performance
was rated fairly similarly across raters for most prompts. In contrast, six prompts (i.e., A2, B1,
B3, B4, C1, and C4) had their ICC values and/or the lower bounds of the 95% confidence
interval between .69 and .80; this suggests that raters contributed to measurement error relatively
more for these six prompts.

The obtained ICC value for all presentation prompts was .767, its 95% confidence
interval ranged between .670 and .834, meaning that there was a 95% chance that the true ICC
value would land at any point between .670 and .834. Therefore, based on statistical inference,
the level of a single rater’s score reliability for the presentation task was “good” overall. The
resulting ICC for all presentation prompts indicates that raters had a relatively high degree of
agreement. In terms of the individual presentation form, Presentations A and B had similar ICC
values of .775 and .764, respectively. The 95% confidence interval for Presentation A ranged
between .695 and .839, meaning that there was a 95% chance that the true ICC value for
Presentation A would land at any point between .695 and .839. Based on statistical inference, the
level of a single rater’s score reliability for Presentation A was “good.” In contrast, Presentation
B had a 95% confidence interval ranged between .546 and .868, indicating that the level of a
single rater’s score reliability for Presentation B was “moderate” to “good.” The results suggest
that examinees’ presentation performance was rated relatively similarly across raters for
Presentations A and B. However, raters seemed to contribute to measurement error more for

Presentation B.
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Generalizability studies for the conversation task. A total of six G-studies were conducted
using GENOVA (Crick & Brennan, 1983) to obtain variance component estimates and error
estimates for the conversation task. Tables 22—27 below report results of ANOVA in each G-
study design, including degrees of freedom (df), sums of squares (SS), mean squares (MS),
variance components (V'C), percentages of variance (%V'C), and their standard errors (SE).
G-studies (p x i % r). Table 22 shows the results of the G-study (p x i x r) for
Conversation A. Table 22 shows that persons contributed the largest amount of variance for
Conversation A with 1.615870 (54.93%). Persons should contribute to the variance the most
because a difference in scores should be a reflection of a difference in examinees’ ability. ltems
accounted for a somewhat large variance component with 0.256086 (8.71%), suggesting that the
four prompts in Conversation A varied in difficulty to some degree.
Table 22
ANOVA for the G-study (p % i % r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Conversation A

Source df SS MS yc %VC SE
persons 101 17669.75 21.81 1.615870 54.93%  0.253814
items 3 15721.38 84.90 0.256086 871%  0.175644
raters 2 15472.16  2.75 0.000000? 0.00%  0.007330
pi 303 1863233 234 0.664666 22.60%  0.063398
pr 202 17761.75 0.43 0.021514 0.73%  0.011681
ir 6 15754.17 4.55 0.041241 1.40%  0.022299
pir,e 606 18959.00 0.34 0.342202 11.63%  0.019627
Total 1223 2.941578 100.00%

*This value was a negative variance component, which was rounded to zero (Brennan, 2001, pp.
84-85).

The variance component for raters was rounded up to zero by GENOVA because it was a
negative estimate (Brennan, 2001, pp. 84—85). Brennan explains that a negative estimate of a
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variance component is not rare and it tends to be reported when a sample size is small. The two-
way interaction pi contributed a considerable amount of variance with 0.664666 (22.60%). This
relatively large amount of contribution from pi suggests that items function inconsistently across
persons. The variance component for the two-way interactions pr and ir were very small with
0.73% and 1.40%, in order. The three-way interaction pir,e accounted for 11.63% (0.342202) of
the variance, which was relatively large. This interaction pir,e indicates the degree to which
interactions of items and raters were inconsistent across persons. With respect to the standard
errors in Conversation A, persons turned out to be the biggest source of error with 0.253814,
followed by items with 0.175644. Other sources, such as raters had very small standard error
values, which indicate that they did not have a big negative influence on the reliability of the
scores for Conversation A.

Table 23 shows the G-study (p x i X ) results of Conversation B. It shows a similar
picture to the results for Conversation B.
Table 23
ANOVA for the G-study (p x i % r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Conversation B

Source df SS MS yc %VC SE
persons 101 19060 23.60 1.717428  53.70%  0.274725
items 3 1690.54 74.60 0.226288 7.08%  0.154260
raters 2 167229 23.08 0.049570 1.55%  0.040144
pi 303 2015933 2.89 0.866577 27.09%  0.078192
pr 202 19184.5 0.39 0.024504 0.77%  0.010461
ir 6 16963.25 2.76 0.024202 0.76%  0.013523
pir,e 606 20476  0.29 0.289795 9.06%  0.016621
Total 1223 3.198365 100.00%
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The largest variance component for Conversation B was persons with 1.717428 (53.70%),
followed by pi with 0.866577 (27.09%). The three-way interaction pir,e contributed 0.289795
(9.06%) to the variance. /tems contributed a somewhat large amount of variance with 0.226288
(7.08%), while the variance components for remaining sources were a negligible amount. In
terms of the standard errors for Conversation B, persons was the biggest source of error with
0.274725, followed by items with 0.15426.

Table 24 shows the G-study (p % i % r) results for Conversation C. The results show that
persons was the biggest variance component with 2.608250 (6.30%), followed by pi and pir,e
with 1.055270 (24.40%) and 0.477903 (11.05%), respectively. Other sources, such as items and
raters only had a negligible amount of contribution to the variance. Regarding the errors in
Conversation C, persons was the only major source of error with 0.408252.

Table 24
ANOVA for the G-study (p x i % r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Conversation C

Source df SS MS 146 %VC SE
persons 101 16466.08 35.09 2.608250 6.30%  0.408252
items 3 13005.54 27.85 0.071909 1.66%  0.057728
raters 2 1297139 24770 0.053612 1.24%  0.042928
pi 303 17653.67 3.64 1.055270 24.40%  0.098777
pr 202 16641.75 0.63 0.036803 0.85%  0.016923
ir 6 130799 2.68 0.021552 0.50%  0.013121
pir,e 606 18135.00 0.48 0.477903 11.05%  0.027410
Total 1223 4.325298 100.00%

Table 25 shows the G-study (p % i % r) results for Conversation D. The results show that
persons was again the biggest variance component with (1.83316) 6.16%, followed by pi and
pir,e with 0.766814 (25.44%) and 0.340390 (11.29%), respectively. Contributions from other
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sources, such as items and raters were trivial. Regarding the errors for Conversation D, persons
was the only major source of error with 0.28135.

Table 25

ANOVA for the G-study (p x i % r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Conversation D

Source df SS MS 146 %VC SE
persons 101 22689.25 24.44 1.813316 6.16%  0.284350
items 3 20284.01 2.97 0.058349 1.94%  0.043369
raters 2 202446 9.68 0.021644 0.72%  0.016810
pi 303 2355233  2.64 0.766814  25.44%  0.071579
pr 202 2278475  0.38 0.009130 0.30%  0.010529
ir 6 20308.26 0.82 0.004654 0.15%  0.004000
pir,e 606 23859.00 0.34 0.340390 11.29%  0.019523
Total 1223 3.014296 100.00%

G-study (p X f % r). Table 26 shows the G-study (p X f % r) results of all conversation test
forms using composite scores.
Table 26
ANOVA for the G-study (p x f % r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Conversations A—D Composite Scores

Source  df SS MS Ve %V C SE
persons 101 29716475 37324 3345313 77.86% 4335236
forms 2 26033839 43552 0.676951  1.74% 0.777820
raters 3 259837.15 12326 0.000000°  0.00% 0357224
pf 202 30026975 11.06 1519945  3.90% 0282913
pr 303 298449.00  3.02 0.000000°  0.00% 0.125295
fi 6 261627.66 15324 1453582  3.73% 0.751205
pfr.c 606 305491.00 498 4979424  12.78% 0.285590
Total 1223 38975215 100.00%

*These values were negative variance components, which were rounded to zero (Brennan, 2001,
pp. 84-85).
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The results show that persons contributed the largest amount of variance with 3.345313
(77.87%) followed by the three-way interaction pir,e with 4.979424 (12.78%). The two-way
interactions pf and fi contributed a small amount of variance with 1.519945 (3.90%) and
1.453582 (3.73%), in order. The pf'interaction suggests that forms functioned inconsistently
across persons; the fr interaction suggests that raters functioned inconsistently across forms. A
contribution from forms was smaller with 1.74%. The variance components for raters and the
two-way interaction pr were rounded up to zero by GENOVA because they were negative
estimates (Brennan, 2001, pp. 84-85). With respect to the standard errors for the p x f'x r design,
persons was the biggest source of error with 4.335236 followed by forms and fr with 0.777820
and 0.751205, respectively. Other sources had much smaller standard error values, which means
that they had much less negative influence on the reliability of the test scores.

G-study (p X i : f % r). Table 27 shows the G-study (p % i : % r) results of all
conversation test forms using item scores instead of composite scores. The results show that
persons was again the biggest variance component with 1.859216 (54.09%), followed by pi:f'and
pir:f,e with 0.838332 (24.39%) and 0.362573 (1.25%), respectively. The relatively large amount
of contribution from the pi:f suggests that ifems nested in forms were functioning inconsistently
across persons. The contribution from the pir:f,e shows the degree to which interactions of raters
and items nested in forms were inconsistent across persons. Forms contributed a small amount of
variance with 0.068512 (1.99%). Contributions from other sources, such as raters were trivial.
Regarding the standard errors for the p x i : f'x r design, persons was the major source of error

with 0.270967 followed by forms with 0.074089.
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Table 27
ANOVA for the G-study (p x i : f x r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Conversations A—D

Source df SS MS 146 %VC SE
persons 101 74291.19 9331 1.859216 54.09% 0.270967
forms 3 65286.50 139.89 0.068512 1.99% 0.074089
raters 2 64953.09 43.13 0.022818 0.66% 0.018766
i:f 12 65911.47 52.08 0.153158 4.46% 0.064377
pf 303 75885.08 3.88 0.079500 2.31% 0.027985
pi:f 1212 79997.67 2.88 0.838332 24.39% 0.039087
pr 202 74498.44 0.60 0.012040 0.35% 0.003983
fr 6 6540691 5.69 0.007231 0.21% 0.007215
ir:f 24 66096.68 2.70 0.022912 0.67% 0.007341
pfr 606 76372.75 0.41 0.010947 0.32% 0.006381
pir:f,e 2424 81429.00 036 0.362573 1.55% 0.010410

Total 4895 3.437239 100.00%

G-study summary for the conversation task. Overall, persons was the largest variance
component across all G-studies for the conversation task; it accounted for the majority of score
variance, ranging from 53.7 to 77.86%. This indicates that the test was spreading examinees out
reasonably well as a norm-referenced test. Persons also had the largest standard error estimates;
this indicates that the person facet was the biggest source of measurement error in the
conversation task in general. The person-by-item interaction was the second largest variance
component followed by the person-by-item-by-rater interaction across all four G-studies with the
p x i x rdesign. The person-by-item interaction accounted for 23 to 27% and the person-by-
item-by-rater interaction accounted for 9 to 12% of item score variance. The large amount of
contribution from the pi indicates that examinees’ relative standings differed across conversation
prompts in all the test forms examined in the present study. The relatively large amount of

contribution from the three-way interaction pir,e suggests that interactions of items and raters
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were inconsistent across persons in general. The results of the G-study with the p X i: fxr
design was consistent with the results from the p x i x r design, suggesting the inconsistent
functioning of items (nested in forms) across persons and interaction of items (nested in forms)
and raters across persons. However, the standard error estimates for both pi and pir were small;
this suggests that although items and person-by-item interaction contributed to item score
variance, their impact on measurement error was relatively small in general.

With respect to the item facet, the results were not uniform across G-studies. The
proportions of variance that ifems accounted for in the G-studies with the p x i x r design were
substantially larger for Conversations A (8.71%) and B (7.08%) compared to Conversations C
(1.66%) and D (1.94%). This indicates that conversation prompts varied in difficulty much more
within Conversations A and B than within Conversations C and D. In addition, estimated
standard error for items for Conversations A (0.256086) and B (0.154260) were larger than those
for Conversations C (0.057728) and D (0.043369). This suggests that ifems had a noticeable
amount of influence on test scores and contributed to the unreliability of scores especially in
Conversations A and B. In contrast, raters accounted for a very small amount of variance in all
G-studies, ranging from 0 to 1.55% and the standard errors of estimates were also very small.
This suggests that raters were similar in terms of severity and that they contributed minimally to
the measurement error.

With respect to the form facet, forms was the second largest source of error after persons
in both the p x f'x r and the p x i : f x r designs, although it contributed smaller amounts of
variance in both designs. In the p x i : /% r design, the two way interaction pi;f had much larger

variance components than forms, yet its standard error estimate was much smaller than forms.
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This suggests that the conversation forms contributed to the unreliability of the conversation task
substantially.

Decision studies for the conversation task. A series of D-studies was conducted using the
variance component estimates obtained in the G-studies to calculate generalizability coefficients
(Ep? (6)) for various testing conditions. Generalizability coefficients for the four D-studies with

the p x I x R design were calculated using the following formula:

~2 ~2
2 _ %p _ Op
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Note that n; and n, means the number of items and raters, respectively. Generalizability
coefficients for one D-study with the p % (R : I) design were calculated using the following

formula:
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Generalizability coefficients for another D-study with the p % (I : F) x R design were calculated

using the following formula:
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D-studies (p x I X R). Table 28 shows generalizability coefficients (for relative decisions)
for the four D-studies with the p x I X R design for the conversation test forms. This design
assumed that examinees all had the same prompts and all the prompts were rated by the same

rater(s).
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Table 28
Generalizability Coefficients (for Relative Decisions) with Different Numbers of Prompts and

Raters for Conversations A—D (p I X R)

Number of Prompts

Test Form 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Rater
A 611 755 .819 855 .79 .&95
B .593 740 807 .846 870 888
C .624 765 826 .861 884 .899
D .619 763 827 .864 887 904

2 Raters

656 .790 .848 .880 901 915
627 768 831 .866 .889 905
.665 197 .853 .884 904 918
.658 793 851 .884 904 919

oaw>

Figure 4 visualizes the effect on generalizability of the two facets in various
combinations of numbers of items and raters. The labels on the horizontal axis in Figure 4
indicate the number of raters and test forms in parenthesis. For example, 1(A) means
Conversation A was rated by one rater. Considering that the AP Japanese exam currently uses
four conversation prompts and one rater per response, the generalizability coefficients are
reported when the conversation task would have one to six conversation prompts and one to two
raters.

Generalizability coefficients of a conversation task with three prompts ranged from .807
to .827 for one rater and .831 to .853 for two raters. A conversation task with four prompts
ranged from .846 to .864 for one rater and .866 to .884 for two raters. A conversation task with
five prompts ranged from .870 to .887 for one rater and .889 to .904 for two raters. The

generalizability coefficients rose as the number of conversation prompts increased as Figure 4
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illustrates. The increase in generalizability was dramatic up to four prompts; however, it became
very small after four prompts. With respect to the number of raters, generalizability coefficients

were only slightly larger when there were two raters.
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0.65 - W -85
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Number of Raters (Test Form)

Figure 4. Generalizability coefficients for the conversation task with the p x 7 x R design. The
horizontal axis indicates the number of raters and test forms in parenthesis.

D-studies (p x (R : I)). Table 29 below shows generalizability coefficients (for relative
decisions) for the four D-studies with the p X R : I design for the conversation test forms. The p x
(R : I) design assumed that the examinees received the same prompts though each prompt was
rated by (a) different (set of) raters. This nested design is closer to the current scoring design of
the AP Japanese conversation task than the p x I X R design. Figure 5 below visualizes the effect
on generalizability of the two facets in various combinations of numbers of items and raters. The
results show similar trends to the D-study results with the p % I x R design. Generalizability
coefficients of a conversation task with three prompts ranged from .814 to .833 for one rater

and .834 to .856 for two raters. A conversation task with four prompts ranged from .853 to .869
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for one rater and .870 to .888 for two raters. A conversation task with five prompts ranged
from .879 to .893 for one rater and .893 to .909 for two raters.

Table 29

Generalizability Coefficients (for Relative Decisions) with Different Numbers of Prompts and

Raters for Conversation Test Forms A-D (p < (R : 1))

Number of Prompts

Test Form 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Rater
A 611 759 825 .863 887 .904
B .593 744 814 .853 .&79 .897
C .624 769 .&33 .869 .893 .909
D .619 765 .830 867 .890 907

2 Raters

.656 7192 851 .884 905 920
627 770 .834 .870 .893 910
.665 799 .856 .888 909 923
.658 794 852 .885 906 920

ogaw»
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Figure 5. Generalizability coefficients for the conversation task with the p x (R : I) design. The
horizontal axis shows the number of raters and test form in parenthesis.
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The generalizability coefficients rose as the number of conversation prompts increased as Figure
5 illustrates. The increase in generalizability was striking up to four prompts; however, the gain
became very small after four prompts. As for the number of raters, generalizability coefficients
were only slightly larger when there were two raters.

D-study (p % (I : F) x R). Table 30 shows generalizability coefficients (for relative
decisions) for a D-study with the p x (I : F)) x R design for the conversation test forms. This
design assumed that the examinees all received the same number of test forms though each test
form consisted of (a) different (set of) prompts/items (1 : F'), and that these were rated by the
same rater(s). This nested design is closer to the current scoring design of the AP Japanese
conversation task than the p x I x R design. Figure 6 visualizes the effect on generalizability of
the three facets in various combinations of numbers of items, test forms, and raters. The labels on
the horizontal axis indicate the number of test form and raters; for instance, 1F1R means when
one test form was administered and rated by one person. Considering that the AP Japanese exam
currently uses one conversation task with four conversation prompts and one rater per response,
generalizability coefficients are reported when the conversation task has one to two tasks, one to

six prompts and one to two raters.
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Table 30
Generalizability Coefficients (for relative decisions) with Different Numbers of Test Forms,

Prompts, and Raters for Conversation Test (p x (I : F) X R)

Number of Number of Prompts
Raters 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Form
1 .588 726 787 822 .844 .860
2 .626 756 812 .843 .863 877
2 Forms
1 739 .839 .878 .900 913 922
2 769 .860 .895 914 925 933
0.95 ~ Number of
090 - Prompts
§ 0.85 + ——1
Q
£ 0.80 - —*=2
o]
O 0.75 - —4—3
2
= 0.70 - ——4
S
N 0.65 - —==5
£ 0.60 - 6
5
o 0.55

IFIR 1F2R 2F1R 2F2R

Number of Test Form and Raters
Figure 6. Generalizability coefficients for the conversation task with the p x (I : F) x R design.
The horizontal axis shows the number of test form and raters (e.g., 1FIR means 1 test form with
1 rater).
If one conversation form is administered, generalizability coefficients of a conversation task with
three prompts were .787 for one rater and .812 for two raters. A conversation task with four

prompts had generalizability coefficients of .822 for one rater and .843 for two raters. A

conversation task with five prompts had .844 for one rater and .863 for two raters. If two sets of
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conversation test forms are administered per examinee, generalizability coefficients were .878
for three prompts with one rater and .895 for three prompts with two raters. When each
conversation task had four prompts, generalizability coefficients were .900 for one rater and .914
for two raters. If there were five prompts, coefficients were .922 for one rater and .933 for two
raters. The generalizability coefficients rose as the number of conversation prompts increased as
Figure 6 illustrates. The increase in generalizability was noteworthy up to four prompts; however,
it became very small after four prompts regardless of the number of raters and test forms. As for
the number of raters, generalizability coefficients were only slightly larger when there were two
raters. With respect to the number of test forms, it had a large impact on generalizability
coefficients when the number of prompts in each test form was small; however, the difference
became less noticeable as the number of prompts in each test form increased.

D-study summary for the conversation task. The results of nine D-studies for the
conversation task all showed similar trends in changes in generalizability coefficients. The effect
of the number of prompts on generalizability became less obvious after four prompts. The effect
of the number of raters was very small. Overall, the number of conversation prompts had a much
larger effect on the generalizability of the conversation scores than the number or raters in the
present universe of generalization. With respect to test forms, the effect of the number of test
forms was observed when there was a small number of prompts in each test form. The effect
became less notable when each conversation test form had more than three prompts. This result
suggests that the total number of conversation prompts has much more impact on the
generalizability of scores rather than the number of test forms. Comparing the p x I x R and p X
(R : 1) designs, the generalizability coefficients for the partially nested design were slightly larger

than those for the crossed design with the same number of raters and prompts. This was because
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the partially nested design had smaller error variances due to the way the error variances were
calculated. The p % (I : F) x R design showed the smallest generalizability coefficients among
three D-study designs. This was because the error variances for this three-facet design was larger
than the two-facet designs due to an additional facet. Therefore, the estimated generalizability for
the p x (I : F) x R design was the most conservative.
Generalizability study for the presentation task. A total of three G-studies were conducted
using GENOVA (Crick & Brennan, 1983) to obtain variance component estimates and error
estimate for the presentation task. Tables 31-33 report results of ANOVA in each G-study
design, including degrees of freedom (df), sums of squares (SS), mean squares (MS), variance
components (V'C), percentages of variance (%} C), and their standard errors (SE).

G-study (p X f % r). Table 31 shows the results of the G-study (p x f % r) for
Presentations A and B.
Table 31
ANOVA for the G-study (p * f % r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of

Variance, and Their Standard Errors for Presentations A and B

Source df SS MS 48 %VC SE
persons 89 8277.00 11.26 1.674865 67.17% 0.279907
forms 1 7275.04 0.36 0.00000* 0.00% 0.012249
raters 2 7313.36 19.34 0.081190 3.26% 0.078145
pf 89 8378.67 1.14 0.242655 9.73% 0.058066
pr 178  8402.00 0.48 0.037328 1.50% 0.033479
fr 2 7323.02 4.65 0.047129 1.89% 0.036552
pfr.,e 178 8586.00 0.41 0.410279 16.45% 0.043247
Total 539 2.493446 100.00%

aThis value was a negative variance component, which was rounded to zero (Brennan, 2001, pp.
84-85).

153



Table 31 shows that persons contributed the largest amount of variance with 1.674865 (67.17%)).
The variance component for forms was rounded up to zero by GENOVA because it was a
negative estimate (Brennan, 2001, pp. 84—85). Raters accounted for a somewhat large variance
component with 0.08119 (3.26%), suggesting that the raters varied in severity to some degree.
The two-way interaction pf contributed a relatively large amount of variance with 0.242655
(9.73%). This contribution from the pf'suggests that presentation forms functioned inconsistently
across persons. The variance components for the two-way interactions pr and fr were 0.03728
(1.50%) and 0.047129 (1.89%). The three-way interaction pfr,e accounted for a considerable
amount of variance 0.410279 (16.45%). This interaction pfr,e indicates the degree to which
interactions of forms and raters were inconsistent across persons. With respect to standard errors,
persons turned out to be the biggest source of error with 0.279907, followed by raters with
0.078145. Other sources had small standard error values, which indicate that they did not have a
big negative influence on the reliability of the presentation scores.

G-studies (p x r). Table 32 shows the results of the G-study (p X r) for Presentation A.
Table 32
ANOVA for the G-study (p * r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of Variance,

and Their Standard Errors for Presentation A

Source df SS MS Vyc %VC SE
persons 89  4234.00 6.12 1.871203 77.46% 0.303193
raters 2 3695.93 3.51 0.033375 1.38% 0.027622
pr.e 178  4332.00 0.51 0.511070 21.16% 0.053872
Total 269 2415647 100.00%

The largest variance component for Presentation A was persons with 1.871203 (77.46%),

followed by the two-way interaction pr,e with 0.511070 (21.16%) of the variance. Raters
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contributed a small amount of variance with 0.033375 (1.38%). In terms of the standard errors
for Presentation A, persons was the biggest source of error with .303193, followed by pr,e with
0.53872. Raters had a small standard error value, which indicates that they did not have a big
negative influence on the reliability of the scores for Presentation A.

Table 33 shows the G-study (p x r) results of Presentation B. The largest variance
component for Presentation A was persons with 1.963837 (76.38%), followed by the two-way
interaction pr,e with 0.384145 (14.94%). Raters also contributed a considerable amount of
variance with 0.223263 (8.68%). This indicates the degree to which raters were different in
severity. In terms of the standard errors for Presentation B, persons was the biggest source of
error with 0.310415, followed by raters with 0.160889. This suggests that raters had some
negative influence on the reliability of the scores for Presentation B.

Table 33
ANOVA for the G-study (p * r) with Estimated Variance Components, Percentages of Variance,

and Their Standard Errors for Presentation B

Source df SS MS Vyc %VC SE
persons 89  4144.67 6.28 1.963837 76.38% 0.310415
raters 2 3627.09 2048  0.223263 8.68% 0.160889
pr.e 178  4254.00 0.38 0.384145 14.94% 0.040492
Total 269 2.571244 100.00%

G-study summary for the presentation task. Overall, persons was the largest variance
component across all G-studies for the presentation task; it accounted for the majority of score
variance, ranging from 67 to 77%. This indicates that the test spread examinees out reasonably
well as a norm-referenced test. Persons also had the largest standard error estimates; this

indicates that the person facet was the biggest source of measurement error in the presentation
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task. Test forms had minimal contribution to the score variance and measurement error; however,
the person-by-form interaction accounted for 9.73% of score variance. This person-by-form
interaction was also the third biggest source of error in the G-study with the p X < r design. This
indicates that presentation test forms functioned inconsistently across persons and that the
person-by-form interaction had notable influence on the presentation scores. With respect to the
rater facet, it generally accounted for some noticeable amount of score variance. Comparing the
two G-studies with the p X » design for Presentations A and B, the raters contributed a larger
amount of variance for Presentation B. In addition, a standard error estimate of the raters was
also much larger for Presentation B. These indicate that difference in rater severity had more
negative impact on the test scores for Presentation B than Presentation A.

Decision studies for the presentation task. A total of six D-studies were conducted using the
variance component estimates obtained in the G-studies to calculate generalizability coefficients
(Ep? (6)) for various testing conditions. Generalizability coefficients for a D-study with the p x F

x R design were calculated using the following formula:

Note that nyand n, means the number of forms and raters, respectively. Generalizability
coefficients for one D-study with the p x (R : F) design were calculated using the following

formula:

A2 ~2
Sp _ Op

Ep2(5) = ~ - =2 52 .
6% + 62 (8) 62+ s, %)
Tlf nfnr

Generalizability coefficients for two D-studies with the p x R design were calculated using the
following formula:
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Generalizability coefficients for two D-studies with the R : p design were calculated using the

following formula:

~2

Ep*(8) = —— 2y

~2
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62 + .

D-study (p x F x R). Table 34 shows generalizability coefficients (for relative decisions)
for the D-study with the p x F' x R design for the presentation forms. This design assumed that
examinees received the same presentation form(s) and their scores were rated by the same
rater(s).

Table 34

Generalizability Coefficients (for relative decisions) with Different Numbers of Test Forms and

Raters for Presentations A and B (p X F X R)

Number of Number of Test Forms
Raters 1 2 3

1 708 .822 .868

2 782 .873 .909

3 810 .892 923

Figure 7 visualizes the effect on generalizability of the two facets in various combinations of
numbers of test forms and raters. The labels on the horizontal axis in Figure 7 indicate the
number of raters. Generalizability coefficients are reported when the presentation task would

have one to three presentation prompts and one to three raters.
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Figure 7. Generalizability coefficients for the presentation task with the p x F' x R design. The
horizontal axis indicates the number of raters used in D-studies.
All generalizability coefficients were above .70. Generalizability coefficients for a presentation
task with one prompt was .708 for one rater, .782 for two raters, and .810 for three raters. A
presentation task with two prompts had .822 for one rater, .873 for two raters, and .892 for three
raters. A conversation task with three prompts had .868 for one rater, .909 for two raters,
and .923 for three raters. The generalizability coefficients rose as the number of raters and
presentation prompts increased, as seen in Figure 7. The increase in generalizability was larger
up to two prompts and two raters. Comparing the effect of raters and prompts, the number of
forms contributed to the generalizability of the presentation task more than the number of raters.
D-study (p % (R : F)). Table 35 shows generalizability coefficients (for relative
decisions) for the D-study with the p x (R : F) design for the presentation forms. This design
assumed that examinees received the same presentation form(s) but the raters were different.
This nested design is closer to the current scoring design of the AP Japanese presentation task

than the p x F' x R design.
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Table 35
Generalizability Coefficients (for relative decisions) with Different Numbers of Test Forms and

Raters for Presentations A and B (p xR : F)

Number of Number of Test Forms
Raters 1 2 3

1 .708 .829 .879

2 782 .878 915

3 .810 .895 928

Figure 8 visualizes the effect on generalizability of the two facets in various combinations of
numbers of test forms and raters. All generalizability coefficients were above .70.
Generalizability coefficients for a presentation task with one prompt was .708 for one rater, .782
for two raters, and .810 for three raters. A presentation task with two prompts had .829 for one
rater, .878 for two raters, and .895 for three raters. A presentation task with three prompts

had .879 for one rater, .915 for two raters and .928 for three raters.
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Figure 8. Generalizability coefficients for the presentation task with the p x R : F' design. The
horizontal axis indicates the number of raters.

159



The generalizability coefficients rose as the number of raters and presentation prompts increased,
as seen in Figure 8. The gain in generalizability was larger up to two prompts and two raters.
Comparing the effect of raters and prompts, the number of forms contributed to the
generalizability of the presentation task more than the number of raters.

D-study summary for the presentation task. The results of two D-studies for the
presentation task showed similar trends in changes in generalizability coefficients. The effect of
the number of test forms/prompts on generalizability became less obvious after two prompts. The
effect of the number of raters also became less after two raters. Overall, the number of
presentation prompts had a much larger effect on the generalizability of the presentation scores
than the number or raters in the present universe of generalization. Comparing the p x R x F and
p * R : F designs, the crossed design yielded more conservative estimates of generalizability with
the same number of raters and forms; this was due to the smaller error variances for the partially
nested design. However, the difference in coefficients was very small between these two two-
facet D-studies.

Many-facet Rasch analysis for the conversation task. A total of five MFRM analyses were
conducted with the Rating Scale Model (Andrich, 1978) using FACETS (Linacre, 2018) for the
conversation task. The summary of these analyses is presented in Table 36. This table shows (a)
the total number of item scores, b) the number of item scores used to estimate measures, standard
errors, and fit statistics, ¢) the number of examinees who had extreme scores (zero/perfect), d)
the number of item scores from the extreme examinees, ¢) variance explained by the Rasch
model, and f) variance of residuals, which is the variance that the Rasch model could not explain.

Note that the number of ratings used for the estimation was smaller than the total number of
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ratings. This is because FACET only uses non-extreme scores (no zero/perfect scores) when
computing measures, standard errors, and fit statistics.
Table 36

Summary of Five MFRM Analyses for the Conversation Task

Conversation Test Form A-D A B C D
All item scores 4896 1224 1224 1224 1224
Item scores used for the estimation 4848 1188 1188 1140 1128
Extreme examinees 1 3 3 7 8
Item scores from the extreme examinees 48 36 36 84 96
Variance of observed raw scores 3.36 2.69 3.03 3.96 2.63

2.17 185  2.17  2.65 1.69
(64.6%) (68.8%) (71.7%) (66.8%) (64.2%)
1.19 084 086 132 094
(35.4%) (31.2%) (28.3%) (33.2%) (35.8%)

Variance explained by the Rasch model

Variance of residuals

For instance, there was 1 examinee (#92) who scored perfect across the three raters for all four
conversation forms; therefore all 48 scores (3 raters x 16 prompts = 48) from Examinee 92 were
excluded for the estimation. Similarly, there were 3 extreme (zero/perfect score) examinees in
Conversation A; therefore, 36 scores (3 examinees x 4 prompts % 3 raters) were not included in
the computation of the estimates. Nonetheless, test scores from all 102 examinees were included
in the MFRM analyses because the present study is interested in reliability estimates with all
scores included and the existence of extreme scores does not influence the computation of
measures, standard errors, and fit statistics (Linacre, 2016). Proportions of variance explained by
the Rasch model ranged from 64.2 to 71.7%.

The first FACETS analysis calibrated item scores from all four conversation forms
together. Figure 9 is a vertical ruler obtained by the co-calibration of Conversations A—D. This
vertical ruler shows the measures for examinees’ ability, rater severity, test form difficulty,

prompt difficulty, and rating scale on the same logit scale. The second column shows the
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variation among examinees; “*” indicates one examinee. A higher logit score for the examinee
facet indicates higher proficiency. The third column shows the variation among raters. A higher
logit score for the rater facet indicates greater severity. The fourth column shows the variation
among forms, and the fifth column shows the variation among prompts. The measures in the last
two facets are arranged in order of difficulty; the most difficult one is located at the top and the

easiest one is located at the bottom of the column.
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Figure 9. FACETS summary of all conversation forms combined. Larger scores on the scale
forms and prompts.



Figure 9 visually provides a variety of information about the facets involved in the conversation
task in the present study. The second column shows that there was a wide range in examinees’
ability. The third column indicates that Rater 2 was more severe than Raters 1 and 3. The fourth
column informs us that Conversation C was the most difficult followed by Conversations A and
B, and that Conversation D was the easiest. However, the difference between the most difficult
form and the easiest one was well within 1 logit score. The fifth column indicates that
Conversation Prompt A2 was the most difficult and D1 was the easiest (see Appendix B for the

content of the prompts); however, all prompts were between —1 and +1 in logit score. A vertical

ruler, as seen in Figure 9, is useful here to see the relationship between facets since they are all
on the same scale.

Figure 9 indicates that most prompts targeted the middle range of examinees in ability,
while Conversation Prompts A2 and C3 targeted examinees with greater ability and B1 and D1
targeted examinees with lower ability. Furthermore, Figure 9 also allows us to see the
distribution of prompt measures in each form. The prompts in Conversation B spread out
relatively well on the logit scale covering a wide range of the scale. The prompts in Test C also
showed some variation in logit scores, but they were rather cramped around the center of the
scale. Conversation A had one prompt on the high end of the scale and three prompts towards the
bottom of the scale. Conversation D had all four prompts towards the bottom of the scale.

Form measurement report. Table 37 shows a measurement report for the conversation
test form arranged in descending order of difficulty (logits). The table is arranged with logit

scores, error estimates, infit mean squares (MnSq), and infit z-standardized (ZStd).
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Table 37

Form Measurement Report for All Conversation Forms Combined (Arranged by Difficulty)

Form Difficulty (logits) Error Infit (MnSq)  Infit ZStd
C 0.17 0.03 1.22 5.2
A 0.04 0.03 0.91 —2.1
B —0.02 0.03 0.85 —3.7
D —0.18 0.03 0.94 -1.4

Mean 0.00 0.03 0.98 —-0.5

SD 0.14 0.00 0.17 4.0

Note. Separation = 4.65; Reliability of separation index = .96; fixed (all same) chi-square: 89.7,
df=3;p<.01.

As pointed out earlier, Conversation C (0.17 logits) was the most difficult test form and

Conversation D (—0.18 logits) was the easiest test form. The difference between the two forms

was only 0.35 in logit score, yet the high separation index of 4.65 indicates that the four test
forms were different in severity. This separation index also provides an estimate that there were
about four statistically distinct levels of difficulty among test forms in this data set. The
significant fixed chi-square statistic (x> = 89.7, df = 3; p < .01) correspondingly rejects the null
hypothesis that all conversation test forms were similar in difficulty. Furthermore, the reliability
of separation index for test forms was very high (.96), meaning that the forms were consistently
different from each other in difficulty. Therefore, the difference in difficulty was taken into
account when calculating the examinee ability measures. The infit statistics also revealed that the
conversation forms were not similar to each other in terms of their quality or dimensionality.
Conversations A, B, and C were misfits because their infit ZStds values were greater than +2 or

less than —2 (Bond & Fox, 2015). More specifically, Conversations A and B were overfit with
the infit ZStd values of —2.1 and —3.7. Overfit can be generally interpreted as the response

patterns in the measure being too determined and there being too little variation among the

165



scores (Bond & Fox, 2015). On the contrary, Conversation C was underfit with the infit ZStd
value of 5.2. Underfit is usually an indication that the response patterns were too random and
there was too much variation among the scores, and thus did not fit the model (Bond & Fox,
2015). This suggests that Conversation C may not measure the same underlying trait as the rest
of the forms.

Prompt measurement report. Table 38 shows a measurement report for individual
prompts arranged in descending order of difficulty (logits). As was shown in Figure 9 above, A2
(0.67 logits) was the most difficult prompt followed by C3 (0.50 logits). B1 (—0.57 logits) was
the easiest prompt. The difference between A2 (the most difficult prompt) and B1 (the easiest
prompt) was 1.24 logits. The separation index of 5.98 indicates that the 16 conversation prompts
were different in severity; FACET estimated that there were about six statistically distinct levels
of difficulty among prompts in this data set. The significant fixed chi-square statistic (3> = 575.8,
df =15, p <.01) correspondingly rejected the null hypothesis that all conversation prompts were
similar in difficulty. Furthermore, the reliability of the separation index for test forms was very
high (.97), meaning that the conversation prompts were consistently different from each other in
difficulty. Therefore, the difference in prompt difficulty was taken into account when calculating
the examinee ability measures. There were eight misfitting prompts out of 16 prompts. Among
them, A3, B3, B4, and D3 were overfits (infit ZStds <—-2), while A2, C3, C4, and D2 were
underfits (infit ZStds > +2). The results indicate that the response patterns for A2, C3, C4, and
D2 were too random and unpredictable to fit the model. This suggests that these underfitting

items may not be measuring the same underlying trait as the rest of the prompts.
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Table 38

Prompt Measurement Report for All Conversation Forms Combined (Arranged by Difficulty)

Prompt

Difficulty
(logits)

tror Infit Infit
(MnSq) ZStd

A2

C3

B2

B4

C4

D4

C2

Cl

D2

B3

D3

WODNEWDETHR—LRATA LEWLTT D,

‘From when to when would you like to homestay?’

ZTOEHR EHFRNALLDIEESLT?

‘Why do you think that time and day of the week are good?’
HOS>. AAFIIOATYT &R, COETTIEITI &MY
A2ILED. ESLTVBAATIN,

‘Um, tomorrow is the day to take the trash out, isn’t it? In this
town, what do you do with garbage and recycling items?’
Z5TYH, HDO. L LTENIE, HAE, JIZHIHE. B
EDEFEOTEHELVZVWATTIFE - - - -

‘I see. Um, if it’s possible, would you be able to help me
when I take the trash out tomorrow?’

Lo, SEDISITDI—T4UJ T, GELEIEEHA
BITIEBATND?

‘Well then, at the next club meeting, can you tell everyone
what we talked about?’

SEEOO VY —FELAZR,. h<{ T bk,

‘I am looking forward to the concert on Friday. I am very
excited about it.’

BE—ET L5 LICEOTHAEITE., MEEBDOMEEFICL K
Py

‘We are supposed to do that once a week, but what time on
what day of the week should we do that?’
D5TORSUTATREREBDZ LBALITE, 2BDZS5 L
ZIHDENFEDHMBEFEOTHITAINDEESBIZT
%7

‘About the volunteer activity for the club, which should we
do, cleaning a park or helping elementary school students
with their studies?’

H. T3, TNAT, AP —FrDE. ECITEBRNITITIS
m?

‘Oh, okay. Then, where should we go eat after the concert?’
HDI. 2IBICA—FDEEHLGADD K EAHBIATT
(FE. P2 FY . UBA I LIEARDWLTL & 55,
‘Um, I have a lot of empty coke cans at home, should I
recycle them?’

ETAHAT, AVY—FOHERNK L OB HE LD S —FEIZIT
2T N

‘By the way, I don’t know the concert location very well. Can
you go with me?’

0.67

0.50

0.37

0.23

0.13

0.04

0.03

—0.03

—-0.07

—0.11

—0.14

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

1.34

1.50

0.91

0.90

1.31

0.97

0.93

1.17

1.20

0.64

0.65

3.8

54

-1.1

-1.2

3.5

-0.3

-0.9

1.9

2.2
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Table 38 (Continued)

Prompt Measurement Report for All Conversation Forms Combined (Arranged by Difficulty)

Difficulty Infit Infit

Prompt (logits) ™" (MnSq) ZStd

Ad Y FELEZ, Lo, FABLEEIRLVWRR NI 7ZE)—% —0.16 0.05 093 -0.8
ROFFEIHNL. HIE-HLAXREOMAER > TETL LS
l:\*go
‘Okay. Then I will do my best to find a good host family, so
you too work hard with your Japanese studies.’
Al BROBRRA R IZ7I)—DIETTIFE, EALREMALL —-0.17  0.05 0.55 -6.4
TI D,
‘Regarding the Japanese host family, what kind of family
would you like to have?’
A3 H. E5TITHh, RRFIF7IY—ELEABITEMNLEZWLT —0.18 0.05 081 -2.3
ERAR
‘Oh, I see. What would you like to do with your host family?’
D1 €#EBEDaVY—FRALEITE, TO¥YED—2XTW -0.51 0.06 092 -09
WVEE? ZEREE TA—TILEIROALLLME ?
‘Regarding the concert on Friday, would a T-shirt and jeans
be fine? Or would more formal outfits are better, I wonder?’
Bl . FLHFELT, BARNGEICEIELTEPMNTT, £ -057 006 096 -04
SF&LALLBEVLET,
‘Oh, how do you do? I’'m Nakamura, from Japan, who moved
in next door. Nice to meet you.’
Mean 0.00 0.05 098 -04

SD 033 0.00 026 33

Note. Separation = 5.98; Reliability of separation index = .97; fixed (all same) chi-square: 575.8,
df = 15; Significance p < .01

Rater measurement report. Table 39 shows measurement report for the raters arranged in

descending order of severity (logits).
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Table 39

Rater Measurement Report for All Conversation Forms Combined (Arranged by Severity)

Rater  Severity (logits) Error Infit (MnSq)  Infit ZStd

2 0.16 0.02 0.93 —2.0

1 —0.08 0.02 1.09 24

3 —0.08 0.02 0.94 —-1.6
Mean 0.00 0.02 0.99 —0.4
SD 0.13 0.00 0.09 2.5

Note. Separation = 4.76; Reliability of separation index = .96; fixed (all same) chi-square: 71.8,
df = 2; Significance p < .01; Inter-rater agreement = 53.7%; Expected agreement = 31.4%

Rater 2 (0.16 logits) was slightly more severe than Rater 1 (—0.08 logits) and Rater 3 (—=0.08
logits). Rater 2 was an overfit (infit ZStds < —2), while Rater 1 was an underfit (infit ZStds > +2),

which means Rater 1’s rating was too random and unpredictable to fit the model. The separation
index was 4.76; the chi-square statistic tuned out to be significant (y> = 71.8, df =2, p < .01). The
reliability of the separation index for the raters was .96. These statistics indicate that the three
raters were consistently different from each other in their severity; therefore, this difference in
rater severity was taken into account when calculating examinee ability measures. This
difference in severity suggests that raters might have had different rating standards even though
they all referred to the same rubric. The inter-rater agreement was 53.7%.

Examinee measurement reports. Four separate MFRM analyses were conducted to
obtain examinee ability measures from each of the conversation test forms. The results are
presented in Tables 4043 in Appendix F in descending order of ability in logit scores. For
Conversation A, Table 40 shows that Examinees 19 and 92 had the highest logit scores of 6.31,
followed by Examinee 17 (5.08 logits). Standard error of estimates was larger for the examinees
at the higher end and the lower end of the logit scale. Examinee 49 had the lowest logit score of

—6.03. The reliability of the separation index for examinees (analogous to Cronbach’s alpha) for
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Conversation A was .94. The high separation reliability value means that this test form could
reliably separate examinees and spread them out on the scale. The separation index was 3.80,
meaning that Conversation A could separate examinees into approximately four statistically
distinct groups according to their ability levels. Eight examinees had the infit ZStd values larger
than 2.0, which include Examinees 23, 27, 30, 53, 88, 125, 75, and 131. These examinees were
underfits and their response patterns were unpredictable and were not comparable with the model.
Eleven examinees had the infit ZStd values less than —2.0, including Examinees 1, 28, 33, 40, 45,
55,56, 117, 118, 122, and 124. These eleven examinees were overfits and their response patterns
lacked variation as expected.

Table 41 reports the examinee measurements for Conversation B. The results show that
Examinees 5, 87, and 92 had the highest logit scores of 6.39, followed by Examinees 17, 35, and
75 with the scores of 5.15. Examinee 63 had the lowest logit score of —2.68. Standard errors of
estimates were larger for the examinees at two ends of the logit scale.

The reliability of separation index for examinees (analogous to Cronbach’s alpha) for
Conversation B was .94, meaning that this test form could reliably separate examinees and
spread them out on the scale. The separation index was 3.91, meaning that Conversation B could
separate examinees into approximately four statistically distinct groups according to their ability
levels. Four examinees, including Examinees 19, 55, 73, and 88 were identified as underfits,
while 11 examinees, including Examinees 32, 40, 44, 51, 70, 76, 86, 110, 112, 117, 129, and 137
were identified as overfits.

Table 42 reports the examinee measurements on Conversation C. The results show that
Examinees, 17, 19, 29, 68, 92, and 105 had the highest logit scores of 5.19, followed by

Examinees 5, 87, and 88 with the scores of 3.26. Examinee 49 had the lowest logit score of —4.78.
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Standard error was larger for the examinees at two ends of the logit scale. The reliability of the
separation index for examinees (analogous to Cronbach’s alpha) for Conversation C was .90.
The separation index was 2.98, meaning that Conversation C can consistently separate
examinees into approximately three statistically distinct groups according to their ability levels.
Eight examinees, including Examinees 27, 37, 51, 59, 75, 80, 83, and 85 were identified as
underfits, while eleven examinees, including Examinees 9, 28, 46, 56, 69, 70, 109, 124, 126, 127,
and 137 were identified as overfits.

Table 43 shows the examinee measurements on Conversation D. The results show that
Examinees 17, 19, 29, 30, 88, and 92 had the highest logit scores of 5.92, followed by Examinees

13, 35, and 87 with the scores of 4.69. Examinees 49 and 63 had the lowest logit scores of —4.77.

Standard errors of estimates were larger for the examinees at two ends of the logit scale. The
reliability of the separation index for examinees for Conversation D was .91. The separation
index was 3.09, meaning that Conversation D could consistently separate examinees into
approximately three statistically distinct groups according to their ability levels. Eleven
examinees, including Examinees 5, 8, 18, 28, 44, 73, 80, 82, 105, and 137 were underfits, while
seven examinees, including Examinees 4, 9, 48, 56, 118, 122, and 128 were overfits.

The individual MFRM analyses revealed that the reliability of separation indices for
examinees were all above .90, indicating that all forms were highly reliable as norm-referenced
tests (NRTs). The amount of error was larger at both high and low ends of the ability logit scale
across forms, perhaps because all the conversation prompts targeted the examinees in the middle
range in their ability. In other words, it is probably due to the lack of items targeting the

examinees at the high and low ends of the ability logit scale.
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Correlation of examinee ability measures. Table 44 shows the correlation coefficients
between two sets of the ability logit scores obtained from the individual FACET analyses of
Conversation A-D in descending order.

Table 44

Correlation Coefficients between Conversation Forms Using the Examinees’ Ability Measures

(Arranged by r)

Test Forms r ¥
Aand D .867** 752
Band D .862%* 742
Cand D .843%* 11
Band C .839%* 705
A and B .822%* 676
Aand C 812%* .659
Average .842 .709

Note. An average r was calculated using Fisher z transformation.
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

The highest correlation was found between Conversation A and D with .867, and the lowest
correlation was found between Conversations A and C with .812. The average correlation
coefficient among all conversation test forms, which was calculated using the Fisher z
transformation, was .842. The correlation of determination (+°) was .709. This means that
approximately 70.9 % of the variance in the examinees’ ability measures was shared by all four
forms of the conversation task. The results suggest a reasonable degree of unidimensionality of
the conversation task.

Bias analyses. Since 36-28% of raw score variance for the conversation task could not
be explained by the Rasch model (see Table 36), post hoc bias analyses were conducted using
FACETS to examine if there were any patterns in variance of residuals. Bias analyses were

conducted when all four conversation forms were co-calibrated. Five interactions were
172



examined: (a) conversation form-examinee, (b) conversation prompt-examinee, (c) rater-
examinee, (d) rater-conversation form, and (e) rater-conversation prompt. Table 45 shows the
summary of these bias analyses.

Table 45

Variance Explained by Bias for the Conversation Task

Form x Prompt x Rater x Rater x Rater x
Examinee Examinee Examinee Form Prompt
Variance explained 0.23 0.91 0.02 0.01 0.02
by bias/interactions (6.9%) (27.1%) (0.6%) (0.2%) (0.7%)
Variance remaining 0.96 0.28 1.17 1.18 1.17
in residuals (28.5%) (8.3%) (34.7%) (35.1%) (34.7%)

Note. The total number of ratings used in estimating the bias terms was 4848. Variance in
observed raw scores was 3.36. Variance explained by the Rasch model was 2.17 or 64.6%.
Variance of residuals was 1.19 or 35.4%.
Variance explained by bias/interactions indicates how much a particular interaction could
account for the observed variance in raw scores. Variance remaining indicates the amount of
variance in raw scores that could not be explained either by the Rasch model or interaction of the
particular facets. Results show that the largest amount of variance residual can be explained by
the prompt-examinee interaction (0.91 or 27.1%), followed by the form-examinee interaction
(0.23 or 6.9%). The rest of the interactions can only explain a trivial amount of variance,
suggesting that rater bias against examinees, forms, and prompts was negligible. Therefore, the
subsequent bias analysis report focuses on the prompt-examinee and form-examinee interactions.
Form-examinee interaction. Table 46 (see Appendix G) shows the results of the bias
analysis in terms of interaction between form difficulty and examinee ability for the four

conversation forms. There was a total of 65 biased interactions out of the entire 4848 interactions,

but this table lists only 40 interactions for 32 examinees (0.8%) that showed a significant bias,
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meaning that their z-score values were below —2.0 or above 2.0. The reason for removing 25

interactions will be explained later. The form-examinee interactions were sorted by forms and
arranged in descending order of ability logits within each form. The first six columns in Table 46
display form, examinee ID, examinee ability measures in logits, a total observed score from the
three raters, a total expected score from three raters, and the average difference between the total
observed and expected scores per test item. Since each form had a range of 0-24, the total
observed or expected score from the three raters combined is between 0—72. For instance, the
total observed and the expected scores for Conversation A for Examinee 137 were 56 and 37.4,
respectively. This indicates that the examinee scored higher than expected. The difference
between the observed and expected scores for 12 ratings (3 raters x 4 prompts = 12) was 18.6
points, therefore the average difference was +1.6 points per item (18.6/12 ratings = 1.6). The
next four columns show bias estimates in logit, standard error of the bias estimates, z-scores
converted from the bias estimates, and infit mean squares. A z-score below — 2.0 suggests that
the examinee consistently underperformed compared to how other examinees performed.
Conversely, a z-score greater than +2.0 indicates that the examinee consistently overperformed.
For example, Examinee 137 had a z-score of 4.11, suggesting that the examinee overperformed
for Conversation A across three raters. Infit mean square values in a FACETS bias analysis show
if the bias explains the misfit or if there are other sources of misfit. When the bias explains the
overall misfit to a certain degree, an infit mean square value is expected to be less than 1.0
(Linacre, 2018, p. 218). In other words, when an infit mean square value is greater than 1.0,
something other than bias explains the overall misfit of the prompt-examinee interaction. There
were 25 interactions with infit mean square values greater than 1.0; these were not counted as

significantly biased interactions and not included in Table 46. The interactions that showed
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significant bias spread across all conversation forms. The greatest number of significant bias
interactions was found for Conversation C with 17 interactions (0.4%) followed by Conversation
A with 12 interactions (0.2%).

Scatter plots in Figure 10 show the form-examinee interactions in the form of bias z-
scores for Conversations A—D. In each scatter plot, the symbol “X” indicates an interaction with
a significant bias (i.e., an infit mean square value was equal to or below 1.0); the symbol “m”
indicates an interaction with non-significant bias. Significantly biased interactions that were
identified as misfits (i.e., an infit mean square value was greater than 1.0) were included in the
non-significant bias group. A positive z-score suggests that the examinee scored higher than
expected based on the Rasch model. Conversely, a negative z-score suggests that the examinee
scored lower than expected. Based on Figure 10, none of the scatter plots showed any clear

patterns of significant biased at the level of test form.
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Figure 10. Scatter plots of the form-examinee bias interactions the conversation task. The
vertical axis is bias z-scores and the horizontal axis is examinee ability in logits. The symbol “x”
indicates an interaction with a significant bias, meaning its z-score was below —2 or above +2.
The symbol “m” indicates an interaction with non-significant bias.

Prompt-examinee interaction. Table 47 (see Appendix G) shows the results of the bias
analysis in terms of interaction between prompt difficulty and examinee ability for the 16
conversation prompts. There were a total of 172 biased interactions out of the entire 4848

interactions, but this table lists only 159 interactions for 85 examinees (3.3%) that showed a

significant bias, meaning that their z-score values were below —2.0 or above 2.0, and whose infit

mean square values were below or equal to 1.0. A bias infit mean square value greater than 1.0

suggests that something other than bias explains the overall misfit of the prompt-examinee
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interaction. Therefore, 12 significantly biased interactions with infit mean square values greater
than 1.0 were not counted as significantly biased interactions. Table 47 shows the prompt-
examinee interactions sorted by prompt and arranged in descending order of ability logits within
each prompt. The first six columns in Table 47 display prompts, examinee ID, examinee ability
measures in logits, a total observed score from the three raters, a total expected score from the
three raters, and the average difference between the total observed and expected scores from
three raters. Since each prompt had a range of 0—6, the total observed or expected score from the
three raters combined is between 0—18. For instance, the total observed and the expected scores
for A1 for Examinee 68 were 12 and 17, respectively. This indicates that the examinee scored
lower than expected. The difference between the observed and expected scores from three raters

was 5 points (12 — 17 = -5), therefore the average difference was —1.7 points per rater (-5 / 3

raters =—1.7). The next four columns show bias estimates in logit, standard error of the bias
estimates, z-scores converted from the bias estimates, and infit mean squares. A z-score below —
2.0 suggests that the examinee consistently underperformed compared to how other examinees
performed. Conversely, a z-score greater than +2.0 indicates that the examinee consistently
overperformed. For example, Examinee 68 had a z-score of —4.12, suggesting that the examinee
underperformed for Prompt A1 across three raters. The interactions that showed significant bias
spread across all conversation prompts. The largest number of bias interactions was found for B1

with 18 interactions (0.37%) followed by A2 with 17 interactions (0.35%) as shown in Table 48
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Table 48

Significant Prompt-Examinee Bias Interactions for the Conversation Task

Prompt Interactions Proportion

B1 18 0.37%
A2 17 0.35%
C4 16 0.33%
A4 14 0.29%
C3 14 0.29%
Cl1 11 0.23%
D2 11 0.23%
D4 10 0.21%
A3 8 0.17%
B2 8 0.17%
C2 8 0.17%
Al 6 0.12%
B4 5 0.10%
Dl 5 0.10%
D3 5 0.10%
B3 3 0.06%
Total 159 3.28%
Note. N = 4848.

Scatter plots in Figures 11-14 show the prompt-examinee interactions in the form of bias
z-scores for each prompt for Conversations A—D, respectively. In each scatter plot, the symbol
“x” indicates an interaction with a significant bias whose infit mean square value was equal to or
below 1.0; the symbol “m” indicates an interaction with non-significant bias. Significantly biased
interactions that were identified as misfits were included in the non-significant bias group. A
positive z-score suggests that the examinee scored higher than expected based on the Rasch
model. Conversely, a negative z-score suggests that the examinee scored lower than expected.

These scatter plots help visually identify bias patterns specific to each prompt if any.
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Figure 11. Scatter plots of the prompt-examinee bias interactions for Conversation A. The
horizontal axis shows an examinee’s ability in logits; the vertical line indicates a logit score of 0.
The symbol “x” indicates a significant bias, meaning its z-score was below —2 or above +2 and
whose infit value was equal to or below 0. The symbol “m” indicates an interaction with non-

significant bias.
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Figure 12. Scatter plots of the prompt-examinee bias interactions for Conversation B. The

vertical axis is bias z-scores and the horizontal axis is examinee ability in logits. The vertical line
indicates a logit score of 0. The symbol “Xx” indicates a significant bias, meaning its z-score was
below —2 or above +2 and whose infit value was equal to or below 0. The symbol “m” indicates
an interaction with non-significant bias.
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Figure 13. Scatter plots of the prompt-examinee bias interactions for Conversation C. The
vertical axis is bias z-scores and the horizontal axis is examinee ability in logits. The vertical line
indicates a logit score of 0. The symbol “x” indicates a significant bias, meaning its z-score was
below —2 or above +2 and whose infit value was equal to or below 0. The symbol “m” indicates
an interaction with non-significant bias.
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Figure 14. Scatter plots of the prompt-examinee bias interactions for Conversation D. The
vertical axis is bias z-scores and the horizontal axis is examinee ability in logits. The vertical line

indicates a logit score of 0. The symbol

[139%3]
X

indicates a significant bias, meaning its z-score was

below —2 or above +2 and whose infit value was equal to or below 0. The symbol “m” indicates
an interaction with non-significant bias.

There were 5 prompts (A1, A4, B1, C4, and D4) that showed clear bias patterns and 5 prompts

(A2, A3, B3, C2, and D1) that showed some tendency. The remaining 6 prompts did not display

any patterns. For Conversation A (see Figure 11), A1 had a total of 6 significantly biased

interactions. Two examinees with low to middle-range ability (between —1.20 and —1.12) scored

higher than expected; 4 examinees with middle to high-ability (between 0.02 and 2.46) scored

lower than expected. A2 had 17 interactions with a significant bias. Ten examinees with low to
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middle-range ability (between —1.66 and 1.22 logits) scored higher than expected; seven
examinees with middle to high-range ability (between 0.65 and 2.69 logits) scored lower than
expected. A3 had 8 significantly biased interactions. Five examinees with low to middle-range
ability (between —1.78 and 0.10 logits) scored higher than expected and three examinees with
middle to high-range ability scored lower than expected. A4 had 14 interactions with a
significant bias. Three examinees with low to middle-range ability (—1.20 and 0.04 logits) scored
higher than expected; 11 examinees had lower scores than expected.

For Conversation B (see Figure 12), there were 18 interactions with significant bias for
B1. Five examinees with low to middle-range ability (between —2.90 and —0.70 logits) had
higher scores than expected; 13 examinees with middle to high-range ability (—0.10 to 3.68
logits) had lower scores than expected. B2 had 8 significantly biased interactions. Four
examinees with middle-range ability (between —0.85 and 0.77 logits) received higher scores than
expected; another four examinees with middle-range ability (between 0.47 and 0.84 logits)
received lower scores than expected. Prompt B3 had three significantly biased interactions with
examinees with middle to high-range ability (between —0.32 and 2.46 logits). In all three cases,
examinees scored lower than expected. B4 had five interactions with significant bias. Two
examinees with middle-range ability (between —0.54 and 0.75 logits) received higher scores than
expected; another three examinees with middle-range ability (—0.05 and 0.54 logits) received
lower scores than expected.

As for Conversation C (see Figure 13), there were 13 interactions with significant bias for
C1. Seven students with middle-range ability (—0.70 and 0.54 logits) scored higher than expected
and another six examinees with middle-range ability (0.02 and 1.16 logits) scored lower than

expected. C2 had eight significantly biased interactions. Four examinees with low to middle-
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range ability (between —1.78 and —0.19 logits) had higher scores; four examinees with middle-
range ability (between 0.59 and 1.57 logits) had lower scores than expected. C3 had 12
interactions with significant bias. Eight examinees with middle-range ability (between —0.10 and
1.08 logits) scored higher; another four examinees with middle-range ability (between 0.59 and
1.45 logits) scored lower than expected. C4 had 16 significantly biased interactions. Seven
students with low to middle-range ability (between (—1.78 and 0.07 logits) received higher
scores; nine examinees with middle-range ability (between 0.26 and 1.77 logits) received lower
scores than expected.

With respect to Conversation D (see Figure 14), D1 had five significantly biased
interactions for examinees with middle-range ability (between —0.68 and 1.63 logits), all of
whom scored lower than expected. D2 had 11 interactions with significant bias. Six examinees
with middle-range ability (between —0.70 and 0.30 logits) received higher scores; another five
examinees with middle-range ability (between —0.37 and 1.43 logits) received lower scores than
expected. D3 had five significantly biased interactions. Two examinees with middle range ability
(between —0.37 and 0.07 logits) had higher scores; another three students with middle range
ability (between —0.32 and 1.93 logits) had lower scores than expected. D4 had 10 interactions
with significant bias. Two students with lower middle-range ability scored higher; eight
examinees with middle to high-range ability scored lower than the Rasch model predicted.

The results of prompt-examinee interaction analysis revealed a clear pattern of
significant biased interactions for Conversation Prompts A1, A4, B1, C4 and D4. All five of
these prompts generally displayed that examinees with lower ability received higher scores;
examinees with higher ability received lower scores than the Rasch model predicted. Similar

tendencies were found for Prompts A2, A3, B3, C2, and D1.
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MPFRM summary for the conversation task. The results of five MFRM analyses revealed
that 64—72% of raw score variance for the conversation task can be explained by the Rasch
model. The individual MFRM analyses revealed that the reliability of separation indices for
examinees were very high for all four conversation forms, indicating that they all were highly
reliable norm-referenced tests. The amount of measurement error was larger at both high and low
ends of the ability logit scale across forms due to lack of prompts targeting those two ends of
ability. The average correlation coefficient between pairs of the ability logits obtained from the
individual MFRM analyses was high (» = .842), indicating a reasonable degree of
unidimensionality of the conversation task in general.

The co-calibrated MFRM analysis of the conversation task revealed that the difference in
difficulty among the four conversation forms was small in logits, but the difference was
consistent. A difference among test forms was also found in terms of dimensionality. In
particular, Conversation C was an underfit, meaning that response patterns were too random.
This suggests that Conversation C may not be measuring the same underlying trait as the rest of
the conversation forms, thus the quality of Conversation C and examinees’ actual performance
for Conversation C should be reviewed further.

At the individual prompt level, four prompts including Conversation Prompts A2, C3, C4,
and D2 were found to be underfits. Since the response patterns for these prompts were too
random and they may not be measuring the same underlying trait as the rest of the prompts, these
prompts and examinees’ performance for these prompts require further qualitative review.
Furthermore, the post hoc bias analyses revealed that the prompt-examinee interactions
accounted for 27% of raw score variance. In addition, a clear pattern of significant bias existed

for Conversation Prompts A1, A4, B1, C4 and D4. For these five prompts, examinees with
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higher ability received lower scores; those with lower ability received higher scores than the
Rasch model’s prediction. Therefore, the quality of these prompts and examinees’ performance
for these prompts also need to be studied further.

With respect to raters, the difference in severity was small in logits, but it was consistent.
This suggests that rating standards might have been slightly different among raters even when
they were given the same rubric. Furthermore, Rater 1 was found to be an underfit, indicating
that Rater 1’s rating pattern displayed some unpredictability. The inter-rater agreement reported
by FACETS was 53.7%. The results suggest that rater behaviors should be studied more to
identify where and how they differed.

The results of the bias analyses found no clear patterns of bias against examinees at the
level of test form. However, clear patterns of significant bias were found at the individual prompt
level for Prompts A1, A4, B1, C4 and D4. For these five prompts, some examinees with lower
ability received higher scores; some examinees with higher ability received lower scores than the
Rasch model predicted. These examinees’ language samples were qualitatively examined to
further investigate a possible cause of the bias. The results will be reported later in the qualitative
analysis section.

Table 49 shows the summary of facets that were underfitting or significant bias with clear

patterns.
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Table 49
Summary of Underfits and Significant Biases against Examinees with Clear Patterns for the

Conversation Task

Test Form Prompt Rater
Underfit Bias Underfit Bias Underfit
Conversation C  None A2 Al R1
C3 A4
C4 Bl
D2 C4
D4

Many-facet Rasch analysis for the presentation task. A total of three MFRM analyses were
conducted with the Rating Scale Model (Andrich, 1978) using FACETS (Linacre, 2018) for the
presentation task. The summary of these analyses is presented in Table 50. The table shows (a)
the total number of item scores, (b) the number of item scores used to estimate measures,
standard errors, and fit statistics, (c¢) the number of examinees who had extreme scores
(zero/perfect), (d) the number of item scores from the extreme examinees, (€) variance explained
by the Rasch model, and (f) variance of residuals, which is the variance that the Rasch model
could not explain.

Table 50

Summary of Three MFRM Analyses for the Presentation Task

Conversation Form A&B A B
All item scores 540 270 270
Item scores used for the estimation 522 252 255
Extreme examinees 3 6 5
Item scores from the extreme examinees 18 18 15
Variance of observed raw scores 2.32 2.15 2.2

1.80 1.79 1.95
(77.6%) (83.2%) (88.7%)

0.52 0.36 0.25
(22.4%) (16.8%) (11.3%)

Variance explained by the Rasch model

Variance of residuals
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Note that the number of ratings used for the estimation was smaller than the total number of
ratings. This is because FACET only uses non-extreme scores (no zero/perfect scores) when
computing measures, standard errors, and fit statistics. For instance, there were three examinees
who scored perfect across three raters for both Presentations A and B; therefore 18 scores (2
prompts X 3 raters x 3 examinees = 18) were excluded for the estimation. Nevertheless, test
scores from all 90 examinees were included in the MFRM analyses because the present study is
interested in reliability estimates with all scores included and the existence of extreme scores
does not influence the computation of measures, standard errors, and fit statistics (Linacre, 2016).
Proportions of variance explained by the Rasch model ranged from 77.6 to 88.7%.

The first MFRM analysis calibrated item scores from Presentations A and B together.
Figure 15 is a vertical ruler obtained by the co-calibration of both presentation forms. This
MFRM summary shows the measures for examinees’ ability, rater severity, test form difficulty,
and rating scale on the same logit scale. The second column shows the variation among
examinees; “*” indicates one examinee. A higher logit score for the examinee facet indicates
higher proficiency. The third column shows the variation among raters. A higher logit score for
the rater facet indicates greater severity. The fourth column shows the variation among forms
arranged in order of difficulty; the most difficult one is located at the top and the easiest one is

located at the bottom of the column.
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Figure 15. FACETS summary of the two presentation forms combined. Larger scores on the
scale means greater ability for examinees, greater severity for raters, and greater difficulty for
test forms.

Figure 15 provides an overview of the facets involved in the presentation task. The second

column shows that there was a wide range in examinees’ ability, although most examinees were
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located from the middle to the top range of the scale. The third column indicates that Rater 6 was
the most severe followed by Raters 5 and 4. The fourth column informs us that Presentations A
and B were about the same difficulty. Figure 15 indicates that both presentation prompts targeted
the low to mid-range of examinees in ability.

Form measurement report. Table 51 shows a form/prompt measurement report for the
presentation task. It is arranged with logit scores, error estimates, infit mean squares (MnSq), and
infit z-standardized (ZStd), in order.

Table 51

Form measurement report for the Presentation Task (Arranged by Difficulty)

Form Difficulty (logits) Error Infit (MnSq)  Infit ZStd
A —0.05 0.09 1.09 1.0
B —0.05 0.09 0.89 —-1.2
Mean 0.00 0.09 0.99 —-0.1
SD 0.07 0.00 0.14 1.6

Note. Separation = 0.00; Reliability of separation index = .00; fixed chi-square:.7, df =1, p = .40.
As pointed out earlier, Presentations A and B had the same difficulty with a logit score of —0.05.
The reliability of separation index was .00 and the chi-square statistic was not significant (p
=.40). Therefore, the difference in difficulty was not taken into account when calculating
examinee ability measures. The infit statistics also revealed that the two presentation forms were
similar to each other in terms of quality or dimensionality. The infit ZStd values for both forms
were between —2 and +2. This suggests that the two presentation forms were measuring the same
underlying trait.

Rater measurement report. Table 52 shows the measurement report for the raters
arranged in descending order of severity (logits). Rater 6 (0.64 logits) was the most severe; Rater

4 (—0.65 logits) was the most lenient. The difference between these two raters was 1.29 in logit
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score. The separation index was 4.91. The reliability of the separation index for the raters

was .96. The chi-square statistic turned out to be significant (x> = 75.0, df =2, p <.01). This
indicates that the three raters were consistently different from each other; therefore, this
difference in severity was taken into account when calculating examinee ability measures. This
difference in severity suggests that raters might have had different rating standards even though
they all referred to the same rubric. The inter-rater agreement was 37.0%, which was a smaller
proportion than expected, 38.6%. The infit Z standard values for three raters were all between —2
and +2. This suggests that rating patterns for all three raters fit the Rasch model, meaning they
were measuring the same underlying trait.

Table 52

Rater measurement report for the Presentation Task (Arranged by Severity)

Rater Severity (logits) Error Infit (MnSq)  Infit ZStd
6 0.64 0.10 1.08 —0.7
5 0.01 0.10 0.82 -1.7
4 —0.65 0.11 1.08 —0.7
Mean 0.00 0.10 0.99 —0.1
SD 0.13 0.00 0.15 1.4

Note. Separation = 4.91; Reliability of separation index = .96; fixed chi-square: 75.0, df =2, p
=.00; Inter-rater agreement = 37.0%; Expected agreement = 38.6%.

Examinee measurement reports and the correlation of ability measures. Two separate
MFRM analyses were conducted to obtain examinee ability measures from each of the
presentation test forms. The results are presented in Tables 53 and 54 in Appendix H in
descending order of ability in logit scores. For Presentation A, Table 53 shows that Examinees
17,19, 58, 75, 89, and 92 had the highest logit scores of 8.62; Examinee 63 had the lowest logit
score of —7.44. The standard error of estimates was larger for the examinees at the high and low

ends of the logit scale. There was only one misfit (Examinee 59). This examinee was an underfit
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(infit ZStd > +2). The reliability of the separation index for examinees (analogous to Cronbach’s
alpha) for Presentation A was .93. The high separation reliability value means that this test form
could reliably separate examinees and spread them out on the scale. The separation index was
3.54, meaning that Presentation A could separate examinees into approximately three statistically
distinct groups according to their ability levels.

Table 54 reports the examinee measurements for Presentation B. The results show that
Examinees 17, 19, 76, and 89 had the highest logit scores of 12.58; Examinee 63 had the lowest
score of —16.15. The difference between the highest and lowest logit score was very large
(28.73). The standard errors of estimates were relatively large across examinees; however, they
were particularly large for the examinees at two ends of the logit scale. There were three misfits
including Examinees 34, 59, and 112, all of which were underfits. The reliability of the
separation index for examinees for Presentation B was .95. The separation index was 4.52,
meaning that Presentation B can consistently separate examinees into approximately four
statistically distinct groups according to their ability levels. The results suggest that Presentation
B could also reliably separate examinees and spread them out on the scale. The correlation
between two sets of examinee ability measure was .805, p <.01 (two tailed); the correlation of
determination (°) was .648. This means that approximately 64.8 % of the variance in the
examinees’ ability measures was shared by two presentation forms. The results suggest a
reasonable degree of unidimensionality of the presentation task.

Bias analyses. Since 11-22% of raw score variance for the presentation task could not be
explained by the Rasch model (see Table 50), post hoc bias analyses were conducted using
FACETS to examine if there were any patterns in variance of residuals. Bias analyses were

conducted when both presentation forms were co-calibrated. Three interactions were examined:
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(a) presentation form-examinee, (b) rater-examinee, and (c) rater-conversation form. Table 55
shows the summary of these bias analyses.

Table 55

Variance Explained by Bias for the Presentation Task

Form/Prompt Rater x Rater x
x Examinee Examinee Form/Prompt
Variance explained 0.20 0.17 0.02
by bias/interactions (8.5%) (7.2%) (0.9%)
Variance remaining 0.32 0.35 0.50
in residuals (14.0%) (15.3%) (21.5%)

Note. The total number of ratings used in estimating the bias terms was 522. Variance in
observed raw scores was 2.32. Variance explained by the Rasch model was 1.80 or 77.6%.
Variance of residuals was 0.52 or 22.4%.
Variance explained by bias/interactions indicates how much a particular interaction could
account for the observed variance in raw scores. Variance remaining indicates the amount of
variance in raw scores that could not be explained either by the Rasch model or interaction of the
particular facets. Results show that the largest amount of variance residual can be explained by
the prompt-examinee interaction (0.20 or 8.5%) followed by the rater-examinee interaction (0.17
or 7.2%). The rater-prompt interactions can only explain a trivial amount of variance of 0.02 or
0.9%, suggesting that rater bias against presentation forms/prompts was negligible. Therefore,
only the prompt-examinee and rater-examinee interactions were further analyzed.

Table 56 shows the results of the bias analysis in terms of interaction between prompt

difficulty and examinee ability for Presentations A and B. Out of 522 interactions, only two

interactions had their z-score values were below —2.0 or above 2.0. Among these two

interactions; one had its infit mean square value greater than 1.0, suggesting that something other

than bias explains the overall misfit of the particular prompt-examinee interaction. Therefore,
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there was only one significantly biased interaction with its infit mean square value was below 1.0.
Examinee 29 scored much higher than expected and the average difference between the observed
score and expected score was +1.9 per rating. Since there was only one interaction with a
significant bias, no pattern can be identified.

Table 56

Bias Calibration Report: Prompt-Examinee Interaction for the Presentation Task

Average
Form Examinee Ability Observed Expected observed—  Bias Error  7-score Infit
(logits)  score score expected  (logits) MnSq

raw score
A 29 —0.68 2 7.6 -1.9 -3.87 093 —4.17 1.5
B 29 —0.68 13 7.4 1.9 312 0.76  4.08 0.1

Next, a FACETS bias report for the rater-examinee interactions was examined. It turned
out that there was no significant rater bias against examinees. In other words, no interaction had
its z-score less than —2.0 or greater than +2.0. Overall, there were not enough cases of significant
bias to discuss its pattern for the presentation task.

MFRM summary for the presentation task. The results of three MFRM analyses
revealed that 78—-89% of raw score variance for the presentation task can be explained by the
Rasch model. The post hoc bias analyses found only a few cases of significantly biased
interactions and could not identify any patterns in variance residuals; therefore, 21-11% variance
remains unexplained.

The individual MFRM analyses revealed that the reliability of separation indices for
examinees were very high for both presentation forms, indicating that they were highly reliable
norm-referenced tests. The amount of measurement error was larger at both high and low ends of

the ability logit scale because there was only one prompt per test form. The correlation
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coefficient between pairs of the ability logits obtained from the individual MFRM analyses was
high (r = .805), indicating a reasonable degree of unidimensionality of the presentation task in
general.

The co-calibrated MFRM analysis of the presentation task revealed that Presentations A
and B had the same difficulty. In addition, both presentations had good infit z standard values.
This indicates that the two presentation forms were measuring the same underlying trait. With
respect to raters, the difference in severity was relatively large and was consistent. This suggests
that rating standards might have been different among raters even when they were given the
same rubric. The inter-rater agreement reported by FACETS was 37.0%, which was slightly
lower than the Rasch model expected. However, all three raters had good infit z standard values.
This indicates that the three raters were consistent and measuring the same underlying trait. The
results suggest that rater behaviors should be examined more closely to identify where and how
they differed.

The results of bias analyses revealed that the test form-examinee interaction and the rater-
examinee interaction can explain 8.5% and 7.2% of the score variance, respectively. However,
no clear pattern of significant bias was found for presentation test forms. In addition, no
significant bias was found for raters.

Summary of quantitative results. Overall, the results of quantitative analyses showed that both
conversation and presentation tasks were reasonably reliable norm-referenced tests. They could
separate examinees fairly well and they showed a reasonable degree of invariance in examinee
ability measure. In addition, both tasks showed a reasonable degree of unidimentionality in the
measured construct. Meanwhile, quantitative analyses also found possible sources of

measurement error. For the conversation task, test forms and prompts seemed to be major
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sources of unreliability. The results of CTT, generalizability theory, and MFRM analyses all
suggested that the four conversation forms were not equivalent. In particular, the MFRM
analyses found small but consistent differences in form difficulty and also identified
Conversation C as an underfit, suggesting that it may not measure the same underlying trait as
the rest of the conversation forms. Furthermore, four conversation prompts (i.e., A2, C3, C4, and
D2) were also flagged as underfits. In addition, the considerable amount of prompt-examinee
interaction was found in both the generalizability and MFRM analyses. The MFRM bias analysis
revealed a clear pattern in five of the conversation prompts (i.e., Al, A4, B1, C4, and D4), where
examinees with higher ability tended to receive lower scores and examinees with lower ability
tended to receive higher scores than the Rasch model predicted. The raters were not a major
source of unreliability for the conversation task in general. Yet the MFRM found small but
consistent differences in severity among the three raters. Moreover, Rater 1 was identified as an
underfit. These results suggest that problematic conversation prompts and examinee performance
for these prompts should be examined more closely to pinpoint the exact source of unreliability.

With respect to the presentation task, the major source of measurement error was not so
clear. However, the raters seemed to contribute to the error to some extent. The inter-rater
agreement reliability for the presentation task was considerably lower than that for the
conversation task. The presentation raters had a relatively large difference in severity although
each rater was self-consistent. Moreover, the raters contributed error more for Presentation B
than for Presentation A. These results suggest that rater behavior should be further investigated
to find where and how raters agreed or disagreed. The results of CTT, generalizability theory,

and MFRM analyses all suggested that the two presentation forms were equivalent although the
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correlation between the two forms was only moderate in raw scores. No clear pattern of rater or
form bias was found.

Qualitative Analysis

Conversation task and prompts. The eleven sets of conversation tasks, each comprised of four
prompts, from the 2007-2017 AP Japanese exams were analyzed in the present study.
Conversations A—D used in the speaking test for the present study were adopted from the AP
Japanese exams in 2008, 2011, 2012, and 2015, respectively. Each conversation task was first
analyzed at the macro-level including the description of context for the conversation task, the
appropriateness of the prompts, and the fit with the scoring guidelines. Then the conversation
prompts were analyzed at the micro-level, including cognitive processing, syntactic complexity,
speech act, and discourse moves. The coding of all the conversation tasks and prompts for each
aspect was conducted by two people.

Context descriptions for the conversation task. The AP Japanese conversation task
provides contextual information to test takers in English prior to the conversation task. This
contextual information was analyzed to examine if it provided sufficient situational and cultural
information for proficient target language speakers to situate themselves in a speech event and to
determine the quality, quantity, and manner of their responses to the prompts that follow. The
evaluation of the context was done separately for each test form taking the content of the
prompts in each test form into account. As a reminder, the context descriptions were examined
by the researcher and a second coder, with the inter-coder agreement of 58.6%.

Table 57 shows a summary of the contextual information provided in English prior to the
conversation task. All the test forms used a very similar format to introduce the context: “You

will have a conversation with (the name of the interlocutor), (his/her occupation or relationship
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to the test takers), about (a topic)”. The amount of situational and cultural information was
limited across test forms.

Table 57

Contextual Information Provided for the Conversation Task

Form Occupation Relationship Place Topic

2007 Representative from a youth center Student activities

2008 Study-abroad program coordinator Staying with a family in Japan
2009 Foreign exchange student School life

2010 Friend Upcoming party

2011 New neighbor Recycling garbage

2012 Friend Club activities

2013 Japanese student Working

2014 Study aboard program assistant Airport Plans for the afternoon
2015 Japanese student Upcoming event

2016 Camp director Japanese language camp
2017 President of an environmental club Global warming

Note. All test forms included the name of the interlocutor.

The examination of the pre-task context descriptions revealed that five types of
situationally and culturally relevant information tended to be missing for test takers to decide
how to respond to the prompts that followed: (a) characteristics of the interlocutors, (b) a place
and an occasion of the interaction, (c) presuppositions about the test takers’ actions prior to the
interaction, (d) reasons for having the conversation, and (e) other detailed situational information.
Table 58 shows a summary of the missing information by test form/year. Each question mark
indicates that relevant information to respond to the prompts was missing.

First, the amount of information related to the interlocutors varied considerably from
form to form. For instance, some of the occupational titles seemed to carry more semantic
information than others. For instance, considering a study-abroad coordinator and the president

of an environmental club, the former may have allowed test takers to infer that the interlocutor
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was at least older than them (i.e., high school students); however, this was not the case for the
latter. Similarly, the occupation “Japanese student” and the relationship “a new neighbor” did not
provide any information if the interlocutors were around the same age or much older. Age-
related hierarchy is a crucial factor to be considered in interactions in Japanese language
(Mizutani, 1979; Nakane, 1967; Saengnikorn, 1981), thus such age-related information should be
encoded somehow in the pre-task context. This issue was found in four test forms (i.e., 2011,
2013, 2015, and 2017).

Table 58

Relevant Contextual Information Missing in the Conversation Task

Characteristics of Place and Presupposition about the Reasons for  Other detailed

Year . . test takers’ actions prior having the situational

the interlocutor ~ occasion . . . . .
to the interaction conversation information

2007 ? ? ?

2008 ?

2009 ?

2010 ? ?

2011 ? ?

2012 ? ?

2013 ?

2014

2015 ? ?

2016 ?

2017 ?

Note. Each question mark indicates that information that was considered to be relevant for
responding to the prompts was missing.

The second issue was related to the place and occasion of the interaction. This type of
information was missing from all the test forms except Form 2014 which indicated that the
interaction would take place at an airport. The information related to the place and occasion of
the interaction seemed particularly beneficial to three test forms (i.e., 2009, 2011, and 2016). In

the test task for 2009, for instance, test takers had a conversation with a foreign exchange student,
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and they were asked to provide their opinions and suggestions related to classes and club
activities. Then in the last prompt, the foreign exchange student suggested having lunch at a
cafeteria again. This last prompt revealed that the conversation was taking place in a cafeteria
during lunch time; however, this place and occasion information was not presented at the
beginning of the task, which would be ideal if the test developers wanted to simulate a real-world
task as closely as possible. In the conversation task for 2011, test takers had a conversation with
a new neighbor, who asked some questions about recycling and then asked for help. The pre-task
context description did not specify when and where this conversation was taking place; however,
the quality and quantity of response may have been affected by time and place. For example,
people may not want to spend too much time talking to a new neighbor if they are on the way to
school or work.

The third issue is related to presuppositions about the test takers’ actions or knowledge
prior to the interaction. Two test forms (i.e., 2007 and 2015) illustrated this problem. The test
form for 2007 only told the test takers that they would have a conversation with a representative
from a youth center about student activities; it did not explain why test takers would have a
conversation with this representative before starting the task. Nonetheless, in the first prompt the
interlocutor thanked the test takers for having answered a questionnaire prior to this interaction.
In addition, the fourth prompt said “kondo uchino sentaa de kookoosei no katsudoo nitsuite
hanashi o shitemoraeru toiukoto desu ga donna ohanashi deshooka ‘It seems that we will have
you talk at our center about high school students’ activities. What kind of talk will you give?”
That is to say, test takers were only to find out what they themselves had done or had previously
promised to do prior to the interaction from what the interlocutor was saying right then and there.

In a similar vein, Form 2015 told test takers that they would have a conversation with a Japanese
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student about an upcoming event. Then in the second prompt, the interlocutor asked where they
should go and eat after the concert. In this way, it is only after listening to the prompt, test takers
could find out that presupposition that they have already agreed to go out and eat with this
student. It is atypical for speakers not to know what they themselves did or promised prior to an
interaction.

The fourth issue is related to reasons for having the conversation. A total of seven test
forms demonstrated this problem. Four of the test tasks (i.e., 2007, 2013, 2016, and 2017) took
the form of an interview. Since an interview itself can be a reason to have an interaction even
with strangers, the word “interview” would seem more appropriate than “conversation”, the term
used in the pre-task context description. Another two of the conversation tasks (i.e., 2010 and
2012) were situated as a conversation between two friends. In both tasks, the prompts revealed
that test takers needed to plan something with the interlocutor; nevertheless, there was no
explanation prior to the task regarding whether or why test takers were positioned as someone
who could make decisions about the event. Thus, information related to one’s role in the group
or community would likely be beneficial as a reason for leading an interaction.

The last issue concerned the need for more detailed situational information and found in
five test forms (i.e., 2007, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2015). For instance, in the test task for 2007,
test takers were asked to talk about high school students’ activities at a youth center; however,
the pre-task context description did not explain what a youth center is and what they do.
Therefore, it is hard for test takers to decide what to say in response. Overarching topics for
Forms 2010 and 2015 were upcoming party and events, respectively; yet no detail about the
party and the event, such as a place or participants, was provided prior to the task, so test takers

needed to think of and make up all the details in the limited time they had to response as well.
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The conversation task for 2014 took place at an airport and test takers were asked what they
would want to do in their free time in the afternoon. In order to decide the quality and quantity of
response, test takers would need to know at least the location of the airport in Japan and if there
were any other students on the scene; however, such detailed information was not provided. In
the above cases, the lack of relevant detailed information created the conversation tasks with
atypical interactions.

Overall, one to three issues were identified in each pre-task context description. The two
common issues were not presenting a reason for having the interaction and the lack of relevant
details. While no other clear pattern was found, the results demonstrate that the type of relevant
contextual information needs to be evaluated on a form-by-form basis in consideration of the
content of the prompts.

Content of the conversation prompts. The content and speech acts of conversation
prompts were analyzed to examine if they were common or plausible in the given situational and
cultural context. They were examined by the researcher and the second coder; the inter-coder
agreement was 66.7%. Most prompts were found to be common or plausible in their context in
terms of content and speech act. Yet the analysis identified three issues: (a) the overuse of
elaboration-seeking dooshite ‘why’ questions, (b) the misuse of the strong request expression ~
te kudasai ‘(please) do ~’, and (c) situations that were hard to imagine.

In the AP Japanese conversation task, a total of five dooshite ‘why’ questions were
observed in eleven test forms. One question in Form 2016 was used as a opener to ask about the
test taker’s motivation for coming to the Japanese language camp in an interview context; two
other dooshite questions appeared as follow-up questions to ask for elaboration in an interview

context; and the remaining two instances (i.e., 2010 and 2012) appeared as elaboration-seeking
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follow-up questions in a casual conversation with friends, as exemplified in the third prompt
from 2010 in Table 59.
Table 59

Conversation Prompts from the 2010 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2010)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Masao Hirano, a friend, about an upcoming party.

1. Kondo no paatii no koto na n da kedo, yoru ga ii? Soretomo, hiruga ii?

‘Speaking of the next party, do you prefer night time? Or day time’

2. A, ii ne. Kurasu no minna ga tanoshimeru paati ni shitai n da kedo, nani o shitara ii kana?
‘Oh, that sounds good. I want to make the party enjoyable to everyone in class, but what
should we do?’

3. A4, soo. Dooshite so omou no ka, moo chotto kuwashiku hanashite kureru?

‘I see. Can you tell me more why you think so?’

4. A, naruhodo. Itsumo arigato. Jaa, mata paatii no tesudai yoroshiku.

‘Oh, I see. Thank you. Then, please help me out with the party preparation.’

Asking for reasons or explanation explicitly may be common or somewhat expected in the
context of an interview; however, previous literature has reported that dooshite questions are not
often used in naturally occurring conversation in Japanese. For instance, Mori (2005) examined
15 interactions (approximately 8 hours and 20 minutes) among native speakers of Japanese and
found only two instances of dooshite questions that explicitly ask for reasons or explanation.
Usually reasoning and explanation are instead voluntarily supplied by speakers or induced by a
listener’s response token such as e? ‘huh?’ or honto? ‘really?’ (Ford & Mori, 1994; Mori, 1999).
Mori (2005) further explains that native speakers of Japanese often avoid using dooshite
questions because they tend to carry an accusatory or disagreement tone. However, the close
examination of the two dooshite questions in the casual conversations revealed that neither
instance was meant to carry such a tone; they were rather neutral. These elaboration-seeking
dooshite questions in the casual conversations seem very similar to why questions that are often

used by classroom teachers as a pedagogical tool to encourage more elaborated thoughts and
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production (McCormick & Donato, 2000). Comparing the results of the present study with those
of the previous studies, it seems that dooshite questions were overused in the AP Japanese
conversation task; the way this question is used corresponds to the characteristics of institutional
interactions (e.g., classroom interactions) rather than non-institutional interactions.

The second issue was the misuse of a strong request expression ~ te kudasai ‘(please) do
~’; this was observed in two forms. In both forms, the task was framed as an interview and the
strong requests were made from the interviewer in the fourth prompt. For instance, the fourth
prompt for 2013 was arubaito o shitai hito ni nanika adobaisu o shite kudasai ‘Please give some
advice to people who want to do a part-time job.” Here the interviewer made the strong request
without confirming if the test takers wanted to offer advice or if they were qualified as someone
who could give advice. As such, the request sounds very coercive in a situation when the test
takers were doing favors of answering interview questions. The prompt for 2016 was kono
kyanpu nitsuite nanika shitsumon shite kudasai ‘Please ask some question about the camp.’ This
prompt again assumed that test takers wanted to ask something, so the request sounds like a
command. In order to avoid sounding coercive, the interviewer needs to add a step to confirm
whether test takers have any advice or questions.

The third issue concerns the situations that are hard to imagine, which was observed for
four test forms (i.e., 2007, 2011, 2015, 2017). For instance, the conversation task for 2011 was

an interaction with a new neighbor about garbage (see Table 60).
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Table 60

Conversation Prompts from the 2011 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2011)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Keizo Nakamura, your new neighbor, about
recycling garbage.

1. A hajimemashite nihon kara tonari ni hikkoshitekita Nakamura desu doozo yorosiku
onegaishimasu ‘Oh, how do you do? I'm Nakamura, from Japan, who moved in next door.
Nice to meet you.’

2. Anoo ashita wa gomi no hi desu yone kono machi dewa gomi toka risaikuru toka dooshite
iru n desu ka ‘Um, tomorrow is the day to take the trash out, isn’t it? In this town, what do
you do with garbage and recycling items?’

3. Anoo uchi ni koora no akikan nanka ga takusan aru n desu kedo yappari risaikuru shita
hoo ga ii deshoo ka ‘Um, I have a lot of empty coke cans at home, should I recycle them?’

4. Soo desu ka ano moshi dekireba ashita gomi wo dasu toki chotto tetsudatte moraitai n desu
kedo ... ‘1 see. Um, if it’s possible, would you be able to help me when I take the trash out
tomorrow?’

This task is unsettling for several reasons. It requires the test takers spend the majority of
interactional time talking about garbage and recycling rather than getting to know each other,
although they are meeting each other for the first time. Furthermore, in the third prompt, the
neighbor asks test takers’ opinion on whether soda cans should be recycled, although they had
already talked about recycling practices in the previous prompt. As this prompt is related to the
issue of morality and the expected answer seemed rather obvious, it gives the impression that the
prompt might have not been a true question: it was simply used to make test takers’ say their
opinion. Whatever the real intention of the test writer may be, this seems to be an unusual
interactional move during a first-time interaction. Even if this prompt were a real question, the
question may be a threat to the neighbor’s face (Goffman, 1967) since it reveals the neighbor’s
lack of common sense about garbage and recycling. It also seems like an unusual interactional
move considering that most people would probably prefer leaving a good impression, especially

during a first-time interaction with someone. In a similar vein, the request for help made in the
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fourth prompt seems to further threaten the neighbor’s positive face. These sequences of face-

threatening speech acts in this particular context seem to create a situation that is hard to imagine.
Another example of a task that was flagged for its hard-to-imagine situation is the one for

2015 (see Table 61). In this task, test takers have a conversation with a friend about an upcoming

concert.

Table 61

Conversation Prompts from the 2015 AP Japanese Exam (College Board 2015)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Hiro Yamamato, a Japanese student, about an

upcoming event.

1. Kinyoobi no konsaato na n da kedo tii shatsu to jiinzu de ii kana soretomo foomaru na fuku
no hoo ga ii kana
‘Regarding the concert on Friday, I wonder if t-shirt and jeans would be fine. Or I wonder
if more formal outfits are better?’

2. A so sorede konsaato no ato doko ni tabe ni ikoo ka
‘Oh, I see. So, where should we go to eat after the concert?’

3. Tokorode konsaato no basho ga yoku wakaranai kara issho ni itte kurenai
‘By the way, I don’t know the concert location very well. Can you come with me?’

4. Kinyoobi no konsaato tanoshimi da ne wakuwaku suru yo
‘I am looking forward to the concert on Friday. I am excited about it.’

In the second prompt for 2015, the friend asked test takers where to go for a meal. In the third
prompt, he mentioned that he did not know where the concert would take place. This question
sequence seems counterintuitive since the decision on where to go for a meal after the concert
would be highly contingent on where the concert venue would be. The more natural order of
these two prompts would have them reversed. In addition, the way that the second prompt was
expressed implies that test takers had already agree to go eat together after the concert; however,
this was not described in the pre-task context. In a situation where there was no prior agreement,

an invitation to go out and eat would be a more appropriate speech act than asking for a
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suggestion about where to eat. The above examples demonstrated that the content and speech act
of each prompt should be reviewed in the situational and cultural context surrounding the prompt.
Fit with the scoring guidelines. The AP Japanese scoring guidelines for the
conversation task (College Board, 2017a) explain that a test taker receives the highest score
when he or she “[d]irectly addresses [the] prompt and provides a very thorough and appropriate
response; includes elaboration and detail.” This descriptor is based on the assumption that an
appropriate response is always thorough and elaborated. In other words, the scoring rubric
indicates that the test writers are expecting a substantial amount of utterances that are typically
produced in extended turns at talk (Schegloff, 2007). The researcher and the second coder
examined the conversation prompts’ fit with the rubric. The inter-coder agreement was 68.2%. It
was found that the expectation of a substantial amount of response may only be applicable to 11
out of the 44 prompts (25.0%), which consisted of prompts asking for descriptions, opinions, and
reasons as shown in Table 62.
Table 62

Types of Conversation Prompts and Suitability of Elaboration

Characteristics of the Conversation Prompt Token Details and Elaboration

Phatic utterances 8 Not expected
Utterances in a yes/no question format 6 Not expected
Preference questions with limited options 6 Not expected
Request: ‘Please ask a question.’ 1 Not expected

Open preference question with potential consequences 2 May not be expected
Opinion questions with two options 5 May not be expected
Open fact questions 2 May not be expected
Requests for suggestions and descriptions 3 May not be expected
Open description/opinion questions 6 Expected

Asking for reasons and explanations 5 Expected

44

Total
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Twenty-one prompts (47.7%) were assessed as unfit; twelve prompts (21.3%) were assessed as
somewhat unfit for the expectation of detailed and elaborated responses. Three major types of
prompts were identified to be particularly unfit to the current scoring guidelines: (a) utterances
for phatic communion, (b) utterances expecting a simple yes/no response, and (c) preference
questions with limited options.

According to Malinoswki (1953 originally published in 1923), phatic communion is "a
type of speech in which ties of union are created by a mere exchange of words. ... [L]anguage
does not function here as a means of thought” (p. 315). Eight prompts (18%) were coded as
phatic; they included speech acts of greeting, encouraging, and expressing feelings. The main
goal of phatic communion is to create or confirm the tie and relationship between speakers and
hearers (Suzuki, 1981). Therefore, as long as a hearer provides some response to confirm the tie,
the response meets the social expectation. In other words, thoroughness and elaboration of
responses may be observed in phatic communion, but they are not the central concern. In
addition, phatic talk often occurs at the beginning and end of interactions (Laver, 1975), thus
speakers tend to avoid lengthy utterances and resort to formulaic or other concise expressions
(Schegloft, 2007; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). Thus, expecting or requiring thoroughness and
elaboration in utterances for phatic communion in a conversation test task does not correspond to
real-life expectation.

The next type is utterances that expect a yes/no, agreement/disagreement, or
acceptance/refusal response. For instance, utterances such as kondo no kurabu meetingu de ima
hanashita koto o minna ni tsutaete kureru ‘At the next club meeting can you tell everyone what
we talked about?’ and ashita yokattara mata kafeteria de issyoni hirugohan tabemasenka ‘If you

would like, why don’t we eat lunch together tomorrow? *There were six such prompts (13.6%);
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they functioned as requests, invitations, and confirmations. For these types of speech acts, a
response is expected; however, thorough descriptions and elaboration is a mere option, especially
when speakers accept the request, invitation, or assumption. Explanations or justification of
response is typically expected when the speaker has a dispreferred response such as rejecting a
request or invitation (Schegloff, 2007). Even then, a long and detailed excuse may not be
necessarily desirable.

The third type of prompt that is unfit to the scoring rubric concerns is questions on test
takers’ preference between two options and questions on the preferred time (and date) for an
activity. There were six such prompts. For this type of prompt, test takers are expected to say
which choice or when they prefer; however, the reasoning behind the choice is usually not
expected unless none of the choices work. Above examples demonstrated that the completeness
of responses should not be blindly evaluated based on their thoroughness and amount of
elaboration. Thoroughness, details, and elaboration are not typical characteristics of interactional
turns as opposed to transactional turns (G. Brown & Yule, 1983). The standards should be set for
each prompt in a given context in order to increase the correspondence between the
characteristics of test task and those of TLU tasks.

Besides the abovementioned three types, several other types of prompts had a
questionable fit with the scoring guidelines. One such prompt type is information questions
where detailed and elaborated responses may have negative socio-cultural consequences; there
were two prompts that fell into this type. One prompt for 2012 asked hosuto famirii no koto desu
kedo donna kazoku ga ii desu ka ‘About a host family, what kind of family would you like?’
Another prompt for 2014 asked kyoo wa ohirugohan no ato jikan ga aru n desu ga nani ga shitai

desu ka ‘Today there is some (free) time after lunch. What would you like to do?’ In both cases,
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the act of asking the questions was not problematic in the given situations. On the surface, any
quality and quantity of response seems acceptable; however, in reality that is probably not the
case. Some preferences or requests are more reasonable than others. Moreover, listing a lot of
detailed preferences and requests may not be a socio-culturally desirable behavior since it may
be interpreted as selfish or impolite. These prompts again exemplify that detailed and substantial
responses may not always be the expected form of response in non-test settings.

Cognitive processing. As a part of the micro-level analysis of the conversation tasks, the
language used in the conversation prompts was analyzed from a cognitive perspective. Cognitive
functions and fragmentation of intonation units were used as sub-indices to examine the
conversation prompts from a cognitive processing perspective. In terms of cognitive functions,
all the intonation units examined in the present study were either substantive or regulatory IUs.
When a substantive element co-occurred with a regulatory element within one IU, as in the case
of moshi dekireba ashita ‘if possible tomorrow’, such an IU was classified as substantive. No
fragmentary IU were found, likely because the conversation prompts were scripted. Table 63
shows proportions of substantive and regulatory [Us by test form/year of administration. Token
counts of each type of IU are indicated in parentheses.

Results show that the proportions of substantive and regulatory IUs varied widely across
test forms. For example, the proportions of substantive IUs ranged from 92.3% (12 IUs) in 2012
to 53.3% (8 IUs) in 2016. However, compared to the results from Matsumoto’s (2003) study on
spontaneous two-party face-to-face conversation, which reported that 80.8% (1600 1Us) of her
first language (L1) data were substantive IUs and 17.1% (338 [Us) were regulatory 1Us, most
test forms in the present study demonstrated higher proportions of regulatory IUs than the L1

data in Masumoto’s (2003) study.
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Table 63

Proportions of Different Types of Intonation Units

Form Substantive  Regulatory Multi-Clausal Single Clausal  Phrasal

2007 76.2% (16) 23.8% (5) 6.3% (1) 50.0% (8) 43.8% (7)
2008 69.2% (9) 30.8% (4) 0.0% (0) 55.6% (5) 44.4% 4)
2009 64.0% (16) 36.0% (9) 12.5% (2) 25.0% (4) 62.5% (10)
2010 56.3% (9) 43.8% (7) 22.2% (2) 55.6% (5) 22.2% (2)
2011 58.8% (10) 41.2% (7) 10.0% (1) 60.0% (6) 30.0% (3)
2012 923% (12) 7.7% (1) 8.3% (1) 58.3% (7) 33.3% (4)
2013 88.9% (8) 11.1% (1) 25.0% (2) 50.0% (4) 25.0% (2)
2014 73.3% (11) 26.7% (4) 0.0% (0) 72.7% (8) 27.3% (3)
2015 71.4% (10) 28.6% (4) 0.0% (0) 80.0% (8) 20.0% (2)
2016 533% (8) 46.7% (7) 12.5% (1) 50.0% (4) 37.5% (3)
2017 69.2% (9) 30.8% 4) 11.1% (1) 77.8% (7) 11.1% (1)
Total 70.8% (121)  29.2% (50) 9.1% (11) 54.5% (66)  36.4% (44)

Note. “Form” means a test form, which is labeled by the year it was administered. Numbers in
parentheses indicate token counts.

The use of regulatory IUs is a characteristic of spoken language; it helps present information in a
more comfortably processable amount (Chafe, 1987). Then the frequent appearance of regulatory
IUs in the AP Japanese conversation task is understandable since the target level of proficiency
is relatively low. Yet, there were two forms (i.e., 2012 and 2013) that had higher proportions of
substantive [Us than the L1 data in Masumoto’s study. Extremely high proportions of substantive
IUs in these two test forms suggest that the language used in the prompts from 2012 and 2013
exhibited characteristics more like written language in terms of its cognitive functions.

A wide range of difference was also found across test forms in terms of the fragmentation
of conversation prompts. Table 63 above shows proportions of multi-clausal, single clausal, and
phrasal IUs in each test form. Token counts are reported in parentheses. For instance, 88.9% (8
IUs) of the prompts for 2017 was clausal IUs (i.e., multi-clausal or single clausal IUs) and 11.1%
(1 IU) was phrasal IU. In contrast, in 2009, 37.5% (6 IUs) was clausal IUs and 62.5% (10 IUs)

was phrasal [Us. Overall, the majority of test forms had more clausal IUs than phrasal IUs. The
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proportion of clausal and phrasal IUs reported by Iwasaki and Tao (1993) was 45.4% (343 1Us)
and 54.6% (413 IUs), respectively, and that reported by Matsumoto (2003) was 67.5% (1080
IUs) and 32.5% (520 IUs), respectively. Using Matsumoto’s (2003) results as criteria, the
proportions of clausal IUs in six test forms (i.e., 2010, 2011, 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2017) were
higher than the L1 face-to-face conversation results. In addition, several test forms included one
or two multi-clausal IUs, which comprised up to 25% of the conversation prompts. Considering
that multi-clausal IUs comprised only 4.4% of all the IUs in Iwasaki’s (1993) L1 conversation
data'¥, multi-clausal IUs appeared quite frequently in some sets of conversation prompts. The
results show that in about half of the test forms, the AP Japanese conversation prompts were
presented in a less fragmented manner than the unit of L1 spontaneous conversation. This
indicates that the language used in about half of the test forms exhibited features that are
associated more with written language in terms of fragmentation.

Syntactic complexity. Frequency counts for different types of subordinating and
coordinating expressions were tallied by conversation test forms. Table 64 shows the raw
frequency counts for subordinate and coordinate expressions. The first column indicates
expressions observed in the present study. The subordinate expressions were subcategorized into
adverbial subordination, grammatical nominalization, complement structure, and relative clause.
Coordinating expressions were classified into clause-initial and clause-final coordinating
expressions. Clause-initial coordinating expressions mean independent conjunctions. Clause-

final coordinating expressions means clause-final conjunctive particles that have finite forms.

14 Twasaki (1993) used the label ‘complex clauses’ instead of multi-clause IUs to refer to [Us “with a complement
clause with the main verb (e.g. quotation with the verb of saying), or two or more conjoined clauses” (p. 40).
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Table 64
Raw Frequency Counts of Subordinating and Coordinating Expressions in the Conversation

Prompts

Test Form Total 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Subordinating Expressions
Adverbial Subordination

-kara 2 1 1
Condition -tara 1 1
V+hoo 1 1
-toki 1 1
Reason -te 1 1

Subtotal 6 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0

Grammatical Nominalization

no 7 2 3 2
Complement Structure
-toomou 6 2 2 1 1
Comp +ka 2 1 1
-toiu koto 1 1
Subtotal 9 1 0 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1
Relative Clause 6 1 1

Total 28 3 1 4 3 3 4 5 0 1 1 3

Coordinating Expressions
Clause-Initial

soretomo 3 1 1 1
Clause-Final
-kedo 9 1 2 2 1 2 1
-ga 7 2 2 3
Subtotal 16 2 1 2 2 1 2 0 2 1 0 3
Total 19 2 1 2 3 1 2 0 3 2 0 3

Note. Clause-initial coordinating expressions mean independent conjunctions. Clause-middle
coordinating expressions mean coordinating expressions that have non-finite forms. Clause-final
coordinating expressions means clause-final conjunctive particles that have finite forms.

The number of subordinating expressions per test form ranged from 0 (2014) to 5 (2013). The
number of coordinating expressions per test form ranged from 0 (2013 and 2016) to 3 (2010,

2014, and 2017). The total number of subordinate expressions was larger than the total number
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of coordinate expressions. Embedded clause structures (i.e., grammatical nominalization,
complement structure, and relative clause) tend to be used more often than adverbial
subordination. Among the coordinating expressions, clause-final conjunctive particles such as -
kedo/ga ‘but’ were used much more frequently than the clause-initial conjunction.

In order to account for the differences in the amount of utterances when comparing the
syntactic complexity across test forms, the frequencies were converted to ratios, namely the
numbers of subordinating and coordinating expressions per main finite clause. Table 65 shows
the numbers of main finite clauses, subordinating and coordinating expressions, and the number
of subordinating and coordinating expressions per main finite clause in each test form.

Table 65

Syntactic Complexity of the Conversation Prompts

Form  MFC Subordinating Coordinating Sub/MFC* Coor/MFC*

2007 7 3 2 0.38 0.25
2008 5 1 1 0.25 0.13
2009 8 4 2 0.46 0.25
2010 7 3 3 0.50 0.29
2011 6 3 1 0.63 0.13
2012 6 4 2 0.75 0.25
2013 4 5 0 1.25 0.00
2014 8 0 3 0.00 0.29
2015 7 1 2 0.25 0.17
2016 5 1 0 0.25 0.00
2017 7 3 3 0.38 0.38
Average 6.36 2.55 1.73 0.46 0.19
SD 1.29 1.57 1.10 0.33 0.12

Note. MFC = main finite clause, Sub/MFC = the number of subordinate expressions per main
finite clause, Coor/MFC = the number of coordinating expressions per main finite clause.
¥The ratios were first calculated for each prompt and then averaged.

Wide variations were found in syntactic complexity across test forms. The number of

subordinate expressions per main finite clause ranged from 0 (2014) to 1.25 (2013), where the
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mean and standard deviation were 0.46 and 0.33, respectively. The number of coordinate
expressions per second ranged from 0 (2013 and 2016) to 0.38 (2017), where the mean and
standard deviation were 0.19 and 0.12, respectively. The results show that Form 2013 had a
particularly high ratio of subordinating expressions, which turned out to be more than two
standard deviations above the average. Since frequent use of subordinating expressions is a
characteristic of written language (Chafe, 1982; Halliday, 1989), some set of conversation
prompts seem to exhibit characteristics that are more strongly associated with written language.
Speech acts. Each conversation prompt was coded for speech acts based on its pragmatic
function in discourse. Note that the prompts were coded for the most prominent speech act when
multiple speech acts were observed in one prompt. When the coders identified two equally
prominent speech acts, a new category was created since one utterance may constitute more than
one speech acts.!® The first prompt in 2008 is an example of such a prompt: Konnichiwa Misaki
desu senshii kita bakaride gakko no kurasu no koto toka yoku wakaranai n desu iroiro oshiete
kudasai ‘Hello. (I) am Misaki. (I) just came (here) last week and (I) do not know much about
classes at school or other things. Please tell me about them.” The prompt ends with the — ze
kudasai ‘please do ~’, structure, which is typically associated with a directive request, but the
content of the request is vague. Considering that this prompt was the very first one that test

takers hear for the conversation task, it may also function as a greeting.'® As a result,

15 Searle (1969) states that “one and the same utterance may constitute the performance of several different
illocutionary acts” (p. 70).

16 The present study analyzed the utterance/prompt in terms of the speaker’s intention without examining how test
takers reacted to it. This is a different approach from the “next-turn proof procedure” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p.
15) used in conversation analysis. The present study is aware that it is debatable whether hearers or analysists can
identify a speaker’s intentions with certainty (Streeck, 1980). Therefore, in the present study, multiple speech acts
were coded when necessary.
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‘greeting/request’ was added as a new category. A token count of each speech act is presented in
Table 66.

Table 66

Frequency of Speech Acts in the Conversation Prompts

= - -~ - 5

Form £ g = £ 38 85 B3 2 &
SO ~ = 6] = 2 3
2 E 5 G = g
= =]

e}

2007 3 1

2008 3 1

2009 1 1 I 1

2010 > 2

2011 2 I 1

2012 4

2013 2 1 1

2014 3 1

2015 2 1 1

2016 2 2

2017 3 1

Total 28 7 o2 3 1 1 1

Total% 61.4% 182% 2.3% 45% 6.8% 23% 2.3% 2.3%
Note. Form means a test form, which is labeled by the year it was administered.

The present study identified two types of illocutionary acts (Searle, 1979) in the
conversation prompts: directives and expressives. Directive speech acts included information
questions, requests, and invitations; the majority of conversation prompts were categorized as
one of the directive speech acts. Information question is defined in this study as a speech act that
expects test takers to verbally provide information related to description, preference, reasons, etc.
Request is a little tricky in the context of a speaking test where only verbalized responses were
evaluated. In real life, question and request may be distinguished by whether it asks for physical

responses or not (Jones, 1992; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Vine, 2004); however, in a computer-
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based speaking test, the distinction between information questions and requests becomes blurry.
In the present study, a request is defined as a speech act that typically expects test takers to
express their acceptance or rejection before providing the information. An information question
(61.4%) was by far the most common speech act, followed by request. Information questions
were observed across all positions in the discourse (i.e., the first prompt, second prompt, etc.),
although they appeared the most in the second and third prompts. Requests occurred in the third
and/or fourth prompt. An invitation occurred once in the fourth prompt. Regarding expressive
speech acts, greeting, greeting/request, greeting/thanking, expressing excitement, and
encouraging were observed although only occasionally. All greeting and related speech acts
occurred in the first prompt; expressing excitement and encouragement occurred in the last
prompt. Overall, information questions dominated the conversation prompts. In particular, the
prompts from 2012 all consisted of information questions. Most test forms consisted of two to
three information questions and one or two other speech acts. The prompts from 2009 were all
different and the most diverse in terms of speech acts.

Interactional moves. The analysis of the conversation prompts identified six major
interactional moves: (a) opening of the spoken interaction, (b) shifting topics and speech acts, (c)
developing a topic with a follow-up question, (d) showing acknowledgement and assessment of
the other speaker’s utterance, () possible pre-closing of the spoken interaction, and (f) stance
marking. Seven test forms (i.e., 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2014, 2016, and 2017) started the
spoken interaction with a greeting (e.g., hajimemashite, ‘How do you do?’, konnichiwa ‘Hello”)
and a self-introduction (e.g., ~ desu ‘I am ~’) or the introduction of a general topic or reasons for

the interaction (e.g., ~ nitsuite okikishitai to omoimasu ‘1 would like to ask you about ~’) and a
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greeting (e.g., yoroshiku onegaishimasu ‘Nice to meet you.”), as shown in the example in Table
67.
Table 67

Conversation Prompts from the 2009 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2009)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Misaki Saito, a new foreign exchange student,

about school life.

1. Konnichiwa Misaki desu senshii kita bakaride gakkoo no kurasu no koto toka yoku
wakaranai n desu iroiro oshiete kudasai ‘Hello. (I) am Misaki. (I) just came (here) last
week, so (I) do not know much about classes at school or other things. Please tell me
various things.’

2. Anoo kongakki stigaku ka kagaku o toranakuchaikenai n desu kedo docchi no hoo ga
muzukasii to omoimasu ka? ‘Umm this semester, (I) have to take math or science, but which
do (you) think is difficult?’

3. Soo desuka sorekara watashi tomodachi o ippai tsukuritai to omotteiru n desu kedo donna
kurabu ga aru ka oshiete kudasai. ‘I see. And then I think I want to make a lot of friends,
but please you tell me what kind of club activities there are.’

4. Aa soo desuka arigatoo gozaimasu ja yokattara mata cafeteria de hirugohan issho ni
tabemasen ka ‘Oh, I see. Thank you. Then, if (you) would like, why don’t we have lunch
together again?’

The seven conversation tasks starting with greetings were all seemingly contextualized as
interactions between two people who were meeting for the first time. In these first-time contact
situations, the greeting is a typical first move. The remaining four test forms (i.e., 2008, 2010,
2012, and 2015) started the interaction with no greeting, but instead the introduction of a general
topic as background information using conjunctive particles such as ~ kedo ‘but’ and ~ n da kedo
as shown in the examples in Tables 68 and 69. Then the interlocutor continued on to the first

question, immediately after the preface within the same prompt.
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Table 68

Conversation Prompts from the 2012 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2012)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, your friend, about club activities.

1. Kurabu no borantia no koto na n da kedo kooen no sooji wo suru no to shoogakusei no

benkyoo o tetsudatte ageru no to docchi ni suru ‘About the volunteer activity for the club,
which do we do cleaning a park or helping elementary school students study?’

2. Maishu ikkai suru koto ni natteru n da kedo nanyoobi no nanji ni shiyooka ‘It has been
decided that we volunteer once a week, which day of the week and what time should we
do?’

Sono yoobi to jikan ga ii no wa dooshite? ‘Why is the day of the week and time good?’
4. Ja kondo no kurabu no miitingu de ima hanashita koto o minna ni tsutaete kureru ‘Well
then, at the next club meeting, can you tell everyone what we talked about?’

(98]

Table 69

Conversation Prompts from the 2008 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2008)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, a study-abroad program
coordinator, about staying with a family in Japan.
1. Hosuto famirii no koto desu kedo donna kazoku ga ii desu ka ‘About a host family, what
kind of family would you like?’
2. lItsu kara itsu made hoomusutei shitai desu ka? ‘From when to when do you want to stay
with a host family?’
3. A soo desu ka hosuto famirii to donna koto ga shitai desu ka? ‘Oh I see. What kind of
things do you want to do with the host family?’
4. Wakarimashita ja watashi mo narubeku ii hosuto famirii o mitsukemasu kara anata mo
nihongo no benkyoo ganbatte kite kudasai ne ‘Okay. Then I will do my best to find a good
host family, so you too work hard with your Japanese studies.’

Three out of four test forms (i.e., 2010, 2012, and 2015) were seemingly contextualized as
interactions between two close friends, as in the example in Table 68; one test form (i.e., 2008)
seemed to be framed as a first-time interaction between two people who have a reason to talk

(see Table 69). In this first-time interaction context, the lack of greeting seems atypical. On the
contrary, however, the lack of greeting may not be an issue for interactions between close friends,
especially if they are already coexisting in the same space prior to the interaction. Nevertheless,

Forms 2010, 2012, and 2015 still have an issue as the interactions did not start from verbally
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getting attention (e.g., nee ‘hey’, anoo ‘umm’) from the other speaker. In the computer-based test
environment where non-verbal contextualization ques are not available, the beginnings of
interactions should be verbally marked to make the discourse more like a real-life interaction.

Shifts in topics and speech acts were observed many times in the conversation prompts.
Here shifts in speech acts means shifts in discourse orientation and organization such as greeting
to asking questions, asking questions to request, and asking questions to a pre-closing sequence.
Shifts in topics and speech acts were mostly marked by conjunctions (e.g., ja ‘then’ and sorekara
‘and then’), adverbs (e.g., mazu ‘first’), fillers (e.g., anoo “‘umm’), and conjunctive particles for
prefaces (e.g., ~ kedo ‘but’ and ~ n desu ga ‘but’), as shown in the examples in Tables 67-69.
There were a total of five shifts that occurred without any discourse markers: two shifts were
observed in Form 2008 (see the example in Table 69), one in Form 2015, and another two in
Form 2013. Among these three forms, the task for 2015 was framed as an interaction between
two close friends, so the lack of a discourse marker may not be atypical. However, the tasks for
2008 and 2013 were framed as first-time interactions, so the added use of discourse makers may
make the discourse more like a real-life interaction.

Topic development by asking a follow-up question was observed six times in the 11 test
forms. Four of the instances were done by asking dooshite ‘why’, as in the example in Table 67.
The issue of dooshite questions was already discussed in an earlier section. The degree of
correspondence between the conversation prompts and real-life spoken interaction could be
increased here if topic development would be done without using explicit elaboration-seeking
dooshite questions, especially in non-interview contexts such as those in Forms 2010 and 2012.

The remaining two instances were observed as a second prompt after the interlocutor introduced
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the general topic of the conversation in the first prompt (see Table 70). The number of times the
interlocutor developed a topic in a previous prompt was very limited.
Table 70

Conversation Prompts from the 2013 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2013)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, a Japanese student, about
working.

1. Kyoo wa kookoosei no arubaito nit suite okikisitai to omoi masu yoroshiku onegaishimasu
‘Totay, (I) would like to ask you about part-time jobs for high school students. Thank you
for your cooperation. ’

2. Anata no kookoo no seito wa donna arubaito o shiteimasu ka? ‘“What kind of part-time
job do students at your school do?’

3. Kookoosei ga arubaito o suru no to shinai no to dochira ga ii to omoimasu ka? ‘Which do
(you) think better? For high school students to have a part-time job or not to have a part-
time job?’

4. Arubaito wo shitai hito ni nanika adobaisu o shite kudasai ‘Please give some advice to
students who want to have a part-time job.’

Acknowledgement (e.g., soo desu ka ‘1 see’, and wakari mashita ‘1 understand’) and
assessment (e.g., ii ne ‘(That sounds) good’) (Schegloff, 1982) are other types of moves that
were observed in the conversation prompts. These moves are very common in real-life
interactions, occurring in the third turn position to close a question and answer sequence
(Schegloff, 2007). Considering a spoken interaction as a joint project of speakers and listeners, H.
H. Clark (1996) argues that it is a minimum conversational obligation for listeners to show that
they heard what is being said to them. Therefore, the lack of acknowledgement and assessment is
a violation of this tacit rule of interaction. In the AP conversation prompts, acknowledgement
and assessment were observed but not consistently. Two test forms (i.e., 2009 and 2010)
included acknowledgements and/or assessments at all the third turn positions after a question and
answer sequence (see the example in Table 67). Six test forms included some moves of showing

interest, but they were missing the moves in at least one possible third-turn position (see the
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example in Table 69). Three test forms (i.e., 2012, 2013 and 2014) were completely missing an
acknowledgement and/or an assessment from all the possible third-turn positions (see the
example in Table 68). This lack of acknowledgement and assessment needs to be addressed to
increase the correspondence between the TLU tasks and test tasks.

The next major discourse move found in the conversation prompts was the (possible) pre-
closing of the interaction. A pre-closing sequence usually refers to a stage where speakers
confirm that there is no more to talk about prior to a terminal exchange (Iwasaki, 1997;
Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). In the present study however, pre-closing has a broader scope and
means steering the direction of the interaction towards closing or signaling that the closing is
approaching using a variety of strategies, including wrapping up the conversation and
summarizing what has been discussed. In the pre-closing stage, speakers do not usually introduce
a new topic into a conversation (Schegloft & Sacks, 1973); therefore, this notion was also used
to identify pre-closings. The analysis revealed that three test forms (i.e., 2008, 2010, and 2015)
included utterances that indicated a pre-closing relatively clearly (see the fourth prompt in Table
69). The pre-closing in Forms 2008 and 2010 co-occurred with a conjunction ja ‘then’ signaling
a shift in discourse orientation. Two additional test forms (i.e., 2009 and 2012) included
utterances that could be interpreted as a possible pre-closing and they both co-occurred with the
discourse marker ja (see the fourth prompt in Tables 67 and 68). Six test forms did not have a
pre-closing.

Stance marking is the last major discourse move observed in the prompts. Stance marking
can be expressed rather explicitly through propositions and more implicitly using stance markers;
however, the present study only analyzed implicit stance marking. The types of stance markers

that were observed in the prompts were hedges (e.g., - to omou ‘I think ~°, toka ‘something like’,
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nanka ‘something like’, dekireba ‘if possible’, etc.), pragmatic particles (e.g, ne, yo, yone, no/n
(desu), and kana), other markers for affective stance (e.g., yappari ‘as expected’ and mata
‘again’), benefactive expressions (e.g., - te ageru, - te kureru, and - te morau), and
honorific/humble forms. Among all the stance markers, pragmatic particles appeared most
frequently (31 times)!” followed by hedges (15 times) across the 11 test forms. Hedges are
defined as “expressions of uncertainty, possibility, tentativeness, and approximation, which
convey a sense of vagueness” (Lauwereyns, 2000, p. 11); they can be used for a variety of social
and interactional purposes. All test forms had at least two instances of stance marking; however,
their distribution was not equal. The lack of stance markers does not necessarily mean the
language use is not natural since individual speakers always have a choice of marking or not
marking their stance in a particular situational and cultural context. However, the use of stance
markers may enrich the context as shown in the set of prompts for 2011 in Table 71. This set of

prompts included the greatest number of stance markers among the 11 test forms.

17 Ohta (1993) reported that an average number of sentential particles per 100 intonation units (IUs) in the corpora of
naturally occurring Japanese conversation was 43, ranging from 28 to 59 sentential particles per 100 IUs (p. 51). In
contrast, an average number in the classroom discourse data was 12 sentential particles per 100 IUs, ranging 10-17
particles per 100 IUs. In the present study, an average number of pragmatic particles per 100 IUs from the
conversation prompts was 18, ranging from 0 to 35.7. Only three test forms (i.e., 2010, 2015, and 2017) had more
than 28 particles per 100 IUs. One difference between the present study and Ohta’s (1993) study regarding
categorization is whether or not to include deshoo. Ohta (1993) categorized deshoo as a sentential particle, yet the
present study categorized it as another stance marker instead of a pragmatic particle. There were two instances of
deshoo in the conversation prompts in the present study. When these two instances were added to the number of
programmatic particles, Form 2011 had more than 28 particles per 100 IUs. Nonetheless, the frequency of pragmatic
particles in the AP Japanese conversation prompts were much lower than that of the spontaneous conversation data
in Ohta’s (1993) study.
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Table 71

Conversation Prompts from the 2011 AP Japanese Exam (College Board, 2011)

Situation: You will have a conversation with Keizo Nakamura, your new neighbor, about
recycling garbage.

1. A hajimemashite nihon kara tonari ni hikkoshitekita Nakamura desu doozo yorosiku
onegaishimasu ‘How do you do? (I) am Nakamura, from Japan, moving in next door. Nice
to meet you.’

2. Anoo ashita wa gomi no hi desu yone kono machi dewa gomi toka risaikuru toka dooshite
iru n desu ka ‘Um, tomorrow is the day to take the trash out, isn’t it? In this town, what do
you do with garbage and recycling items?’

3. Anoo uchi ni koora no akikan nanka ga takusan aru n desu kedo yappari risaikuru shita
hoo ga ii deshoo ka ‘Um, I have a lot of empty coke cans at home, should I recycle them?’

4. Soo desu ka ano moshi dekireba ashita gomi wo dasu toki chotto tetsudatte moraitai n desu
kedo ...‘1 see. Um, if it’s possible, would you be able to help me when I take the trash out
tomorrow?’

The frequent use of fillers such ano ‘um’ and anoo ‘umm’ expresses the speaker’s hesitation.
Hedges such as foka ‘things like’ and nanka ‘things like’ add the nuance of uncertainty. In
addition, confirmation through the use of the pragmatic particle yone and the affect marker
yappari ‘as expected’ bring out the nuance that the speaker is positioning himself as a person
who has less experience. Other hedges such as dekireba ‘if possible’ and chotto ‘little’ are used
for politeness (P. Brown & Levinson, 1987) to mitigate the imposition made by the request.
Furthermore, the uses of n desu convey the non-confrontational stance of the speaker (Satake,
1995). The use of the incomplete sentence also invites the listener’s help or cooperation not only
within the talk but through actions (Taguchi, 2014). Putting the appropriateness of the content of
these prompts aside, the use of a variety of stance markers in the conversation task for 2011
helped create an atmosphere in which the speaker was new to the neighborhood and was trying
to ask questions and make requests politely during a first-time interaction. This example shows

how stance markers can be used in the prompts to enrich the context. The use of fewer stance
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markers does not necessarily indicate that the prompts are unrealistic; however, this can be one
of the aspects to examine when evaluating the authenticity of the input language in test tasks.
Table 72 reports a summary of the major discourse moves found in eleven test forms.

Table 72

Summary of Discourse Moves in the Conversation Task

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Opening O A O A O A O O A O O
Shift in speech acts and topics © X O O O O X O O O O
Topic development X X

Acknowledging and A A O O A X X X A A A
assessment

Possible pre-closing X O A O X A X X O x X
Stance marking O O © ©© o O O O O© O O

Note. A circle indicates correspondence, a triangle indicates some level of correspondence, and a
cross indicates no correspondence between the TLU task and the test task for the particular
aspect. A blank means the move was not observed in the test form. For stance marking, a circle
indicates a few stance markers and a double circle indicates more than five stance markers.
A circle indicates correspondence, a triangle indicates some level of correspondence, and a cross
indicates no correspondence between the TLU task and the test task for the aspect. A blank
means the move was not observed in the test form. For stance marking, a circle indicates one to
four stance markers and a double circle indicates more than five stance markers. The results
show that overall the conversation tasks had some level of correspondence with the TLU tasks
but, the level of authenticity was not the same across test forms. Some type of issue was
identified in more than three areas for five of the test forms.

Summary of conversation task and prompt analysis. The conversation task and the
language used in the task were examined at the macro- and micro-levels to collect evidence for

construct validity and authenticity. The target construct of the conversation task is an examinee’s

skill to “engage in conversations, provide and obtain information, express feelings and emotions,
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and exchange opinions” (National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, 1999, p.
328) on a variety of topics. The analysis of speech acts revealed that the majority of the
conversation prompts consisted of questions asking for information, description, and opinion.
Besides information-seeking questions, requests, invitations, thanking, greeting, expressing of
excitement, and encouragement were also observed. All test forms except one consisted of an
information question and at least one other speech act. Although the conversation task focused
on skills of providing information and opinion more than other target skills, the target skill and
the tested skill seem to match for the most part in terms of variety. The examination of the
scoring rubric, particularly the descriptors about task completion, raises some concerns. Task
completion assesses if an examinee “[d]irectly addresses [the] prompt and provides a very
thorough and appropriate response” and if he or she “includes elaboration and detail” (College
Board, 2017a). This descriptor may work well for question prompts, where a task is relatively
clear and it is more natural for examinees to voluntarily supply reasons and elaboration.
However, this descriptor may not work well for non-question prompts like phatic prompts, where
a definition of appropriate response is not as clear and elaboration is a mere option. In order to
accommodate this difference in the nature of speech acts, separate rubrics may be needed for
question prompts and non-question prompts.

Authenticity is about the degree of correspondence between conversation test prompts
and characteristics of real-life conversation. The present study found some pieces of positive
evidence for authenticity; nevertheless, many issues were also identified especially at the macro-
level. Table 73 reports the summary of results of the qualitative analysis of the conversation task
and prompts. A blank indicates that no issue was found in the present study for the particular test

form for the particular aspect. A triangle indicates some general level of correspondence between
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the test task and the TLU task was found, yet some issue was identified. An ‘%’ indicates a
general lesser degree of correspondence between the test task and the TLU task. More
specifically, for the pre-task context description and content of the prompts, a cross indicates that
two or more issues were identified in the particular aspect; a triangle indicates that an issue in
one area was identified. For the fit with the rubric, an ‘%X’ indicates that two or more prompts
were found to be unfit; a triangle indicates that one prompt was unfit to the scoring guidelines. A
triangle for cognitive functions and fragmentality indicates that the test form had higher
proportions of substantive IUs and clausal IUs, respectively, than the L1 data in Matsumoto’s
(2003) study. An “x’ for syntactic complexity indicates that the number of subordinate
expressions per main finite clause for the particular test form was more than one standard
deviation away from the mean. An ‘%’ for speech acts indicates that the test form consisted of
only one type of speech act, namely information question. For discourse moves, a cross indicates
that the test form did not show correspondence in three or more areas; a triangle indicates that

the test form had issues in one or two areas.
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Table 73

Summary of Spoken Language Features in the Conversation Task

Aspect 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Pre-task context description X A A X X A X A A A X
Content of the prompts A AN A A NN A
Fit with the rubric X X X X X X A X X A X
Cognitive functions VANNERVAN

Fragmentality A A VANEERVANNERVAN JAN
Syntactic complexity X

Speech acts X

Discourse moves A X A A A X X A AN AN A

Note. A blank indicates that no issue was found in the present study for the particular test form
for the particular aspect. A triangle indicates some general level of correspondence between the
test task and the TLU task was found, yet some issue was identified. An ‘x’ indicates a general
lesser degree of correspondence between the test task and the TLU task.
The conversation prompts exhibited some characteristics and features commonly associated with
spoken interaction and spoken language; however, the evidence for authenticity was still limited.
From the macro perspective, the pre-task context descriptions tended to fall short across test
form. More than half of test forms also had some issues with the appropriateness of the content
of the prompts. Moreover, all the test forms had at least one prompt that did not fit well with the
current scoring guidelines. From the micro perspective, the language used in some of the test
forms was produced in a less fragmented fashion. Although most test forms included at least two
different speech acts, it is concerning that the conversation task was heavily constructed around
information exchanges (Jones & Ono, 2005). With respect to interactional moves, some type of
issue was identified in all of the test forms.

Furthermore, the degree of correspondence between the test task and a real-life task was

not equal across test forms. Some test forms exhibited only a few pieces of positive evidence for

authenticity. In particular, due to the lack of appropriate discourse structure and moves, a set of
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prompts tended to become a simple list of questions or requests. Therefore, the so-called
‘conversation’ in some test forms seems rather dry and abrupt. In addition, the higher proportions
of substantive IUs for some test forms suggest that these scripted prompts primarily delivered
referential information without any break. The amount of referential information may even be
more than L1 speakers prefer in a naturally occurring conversation. The higher level of syntactic
complexity indicates a higher level of linguistic integration (Chafe, 1982; Halliday, 1989); this
also suggests that the language used in some test forms were closer to written language.

In summary, the qualitative analysis of the conversation prompts provided some positive
evidence for the construct validity of the conversation task and prompts, but relatively weak
evidence in terms of authenticity in general, although a considerable level of variation was
observed between test forms.

Test takers’ performance. Examinees’ language samples were analyzed both at the macro- and
micro- levels. From a macro perspective, the content of the responses to 16 conversation prompts
was examined. From a micro perspective, the numbers and types of interactional moves and
pragmatic particles used in both the conversation and presentation tasks were examined.

General quality and quantity of examinees’ responses. The content of 102 examinees’
responses to the conversation prompts were examined to see to what extent their responses were
relevant to the prompt and to the discourse. Examinees’ responses were categorized into 7
groups: (a) the entire response was relevant to the prompt, (b) the response was partially relevant
to the prompt and partially ambiguous due to errors, (c) the response was partially relevant and
partially irrelevant to the prompt, (d) the response was partially relevant and partially ambiguous
and irrelevant, (e) the entire response was ambiguous, (f) the entire response was irrelevant, and

(g) no response. Furthermore, each category was subcategorized into two groups: extended and
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short responses. Table 74 (see Appendix I) shows the proportion of examinees who were
classified into each category arranged in descending order of the total proportion of two all
relevant categories. The proportion of examinees whose entire response was relevant to the
prompt ranged from 43 to 76% in the present study. The proportions of a/l relevant were 71—
76% for B3, A3, D2, D3, and C2 and 52-66% for D1, A2, Al, B4, B2, and C1. Meanwhile, the
proportions of all relevant for A4, C3, D4, B1, and C4 were 43—48%. Prompts with lower
proportions of all relevant responses tended to have larger proportions of partially irrelevant or
partially ambiguous and irrelevant responses. For instance, total proportions of partially
irrelevant responses for B1, A4, C4, and D4 were 49%, 34%, 20%, and 15%, respectively.

With respect to the amount of responses, four prompts (i.e., B3, C2, A2, and A4) had
relatively large proportions of responses that were all relevant and short. B3 was a confirmation
question, anoo uchi ni koora no akikan nanka ga takusan aru n desu kedo yappari risaikuru
shitahoo ga iideshooka ‘um, there are a lot of cola cans and stuff like that at home, but it is better
to recycle them?” Approximately 60% of the all relevant responses for B3 were short (i.e., hai
shita hoo ga ii desu ‘Yes, you should.’). Furthermore, all relevant and short responses were
observed relatively frequently for C2, A2, and A4. C2 asked suggestions for a time and day,
maishuu ikkai suru koto ni natteru n da kedo, nanyoobi no nanji ni shiyoo ka ‘(We) are supposed
to do it once a week, but what day of the week and what time should we do?” A2 asked test
takers’ preferences for a time period, itsu kara itsu made hoomusutei shitai desu ka ‘From when
to when do you want to do the home stay?’ For these prompts, approximately 26% of the
examinees simply provided the time information. A4 was an encouragement, wakarimashita ja
watashi mo narubeku ii hosutofamirii o mitsukemasu kara anata mo nihongo no benkyoo

ganbatte kite kudasai ne ‘Okay. Then I will do my best to find a good host family, so you too
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work hard with your Japanese studies’. For this prompt, approximately 24% of the examinees
responded with an acknowledgement of the encouragement (e.g., hai ganbarimasu yoroshiku
onegaishimasu ‘Yes, (I) will do my best. Thank you.”). The results show that successful
responses to the prompt may not always be extended ones.

The responses that were classified as partially irrelevant and partially ambiguous and
irrelevant for B1, A4, C4, D4, and B4 were further examined to see if there was a pattern in the
irrelevant utterances. Prompt B1 said hajimemashite nihon kara tonari ni hikkoshite kita
nakamura desu doozo yoroshiku onegai shimasu ‘How do you do? (I) am Nakamura, from Japan,
moving in next door. Nice to meet you.” Almost all responses to B1 started with greetings and
examinees’ names. Nonetheless, the responses that were coded as irrelevant for B1 included
utterances related to the name of their school, their grades, ages, hobbies, nationality, families,
where they lived, and where they were from. These topics are commonly associated with self-
introduction, but they did not fit with the context for Conversation B. Examinees’ general
proficiency may be related to this error; however, the general lack of pre-task context description
may also contribute to this type of error since the time, place, and occasion of the interaction
were not introduced.

Prompt A4 was an encouragement, wakarimashita ja watashi mo narubeku ii
hosutofamirii o mitsukemasu kara anata mo nihongo no benkyoo ganbatte kite kudasai ne ‘Okay.
Then I will do my best to find a good host family, so you too work hard with your Japanese
studies’. Most responses to A4 started with the acknowledgement of the encouragement (e.g., hai
‘yes’ or arigatoo gozaimasu ‘thank you’) and the expression of their will (e.g., ganbarimasu ‘(1)
will do my best’). Nevertheless, test takers who included irrelevant utterances tended to extend

their responses by mentioning their assessment towards Japanese language or learning Japanese
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language (e.g., muzukashii ‘difficult’ and tanoshii ‘fun’), what they are planning to study, and
how they are studying Japanese now. D4 was another expressive prompt, kinyoobi no konsaato
tahoshimi da ne wakuwaku suru yo ‘(I) am looking forward to the concert on Friday. I am very
excited.” Most responses started with an alignment (e.g., un ‘yes’ watashi mo ‘me too’) and
ended with a greeting (e.g., ja mata ‘see you then’). Irrelevant utterances tended to be inserted in
between the alignment and greeting though no particular pattern was found in terms of their topic.
Prompts C4 and B4 were requests. Most responses started with accepting the requests. After the
acceptance, test takers with irrelevant utterances tended to talk about their opinion and
assessment of the topic (e.g., kurabu wa tanoshii desu ‘The club is fun.’ risaikuru wa sukoshi
muzukashii desu ‘Recycling is a little difficult.”), explain why they decided to help (e.g.,
atarashii hito dakara ‘Because (you) are a new person.’), and thank the speaker of the prompts.
Again, these types of errors may be related to test takers’ proficiency levels; however, the test
method or the scoring rubric’s expectation of an extended response regardless of prompt types
may have had some impact on examinees’ performance in the test. This may send an unrealistic
message that an extended response is always the most appropriate in conversation.

The analysis of the quality and quantity of the responses to the conversation prompts
revealed that a considerable number of examinees produced interactionally successful responses
using short utterances for some of the prompts. These prompts include confirmation (B3) and
questions about time (A2 and C2) and encouragement (A4). Furthermore, the analysis found that
in the present study the types of prompts that examinees tended to produce irrelevant utterances
were expressives (e.g., greeting, encouragement, sharing a feeling) and requests.

Syntactic complexity. Frequency counts for different types of subordinating and

coordinating expressions were tallied for each test taker by test form and task type. Then the
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frequency ratios were calculated using the number of main finite clauses. Using the criteria of z-
score below —3.99 or above 3.99, seven cases (five test takers out of 81) were identified as
outliers. Therefore, the subsequent analysis of syntactic complexity was conducted on the
remaining 76 examinees.

Tables 75 and 76 (see Appendix J) show the raw frequency counts for subordinate and
coordinate expressions, respectively. The first column indicates expressions observed in the
present study. The subordinate expressions were subcategorized into adverbial subordination,
grammatical nominalization, complement structure, and relative clause. Relative clauses were
further classified into short and long relative clauses.'® When a modifying clause had a verb only
(e.g., taberu mono ‘a thing to eat’), it was coded as a short relative clause. When a modifying
clause included arguments such as a subject and object (e.g., watashi ga taberu mono ‘the think I
eat’), it was coded as a long relative clause. The second through fourth column indicate the grand
total token counts, the total token counts from four conversation test forms, and the total token
counts from two presentation test forms, respectively. The last six columns indicate the total
token counts from Conversations A—D and Presentation A and B, respectively. Tables 77 and 78
show the proportions of subordinate and coordinate expressions observed, respectively. The first
three columns are the same as Tables 75 and 76. The next column indicates the proportion of
expressions out of all subordinating expressions or coordinating expressions. The fifth column
indicates the proportion of expressions in the corresponding subcategory across two task types
(i.e., adverbial subordination, clause-initial coordinating expressions). The next two columns

show the proportion of expressions in the corresponding subcategory within each task type.

18 Relative clauses were further categorized into short and long relative clauses because some scholars (e.g.,
Teramura, 1991) consider that taberu in a short relative clause taberu mono functions more like an adjective or
modifier rather than a verb that depicts an action.
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Table 77

Proportions of Subordinating Expressions in the Examinees’ Language Samples

Conv  Pres % Grand % % Conv % Pres

Expression Token Token Token Total Subtotal  Subtotal  Subtotal

Adverbial Subordination
-node 223 190 33 12.5% 28.7% 30.4% 21.9%
-kara 153 130 23 8.6% 19.7% 20.8% 15.2%
Condition -tara 81 62 19 4.5% 10.4% 9.9% 12.6%

V + hoo 90 89 1 5.1% 11.6% 14.2% 0.7%
-to 38 26 12 2.1% 4.9% 4.2% 7.9%

-temo 42 37 5 24% 5.4% 5.9% 3.3%

-te (adverb) 39 22 17 2.2% 5.0% 3.5% 11.3%
-toki 28 9 19 1.6% 3.6% 1.4% 12.6%

-ba 21 19 2 1.2% 2.7% 3.0% 1.3%

V + yooni 11 9 2 0.6% 1.4% 1.4% 1.3%
-noni 12 9 3 0.7% 1.5% 1.4% 2.0%

V + ni 9 7 2 0.5% 1.2% 1.1% 1.3%
-tameni 7 4 3 04% 0.9% 0.6% 2.0%
-nagara 6 0 6 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 4.0%
Reason -te 5 3 2 03% 0.6% 0.5% 1.3%
-ato 4 3 1 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7%

-nara 3 3 0 02% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0%

V + yori 2 2 0 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%
-mae 1 1 0 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0%

V + mama 1 1 0 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0%
V + hodo 1 0 1 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.7%
Subtotal 777 626 151  43.6% 100% 100% 100%

Grammatical Nominalization
koto 66 46 20 3.7% 47.8% 45.5% 54.1%
no 72 55 17 4.0% 52.2% 54.5% 45.9%
Subtotal 138 101 37 7.7% 100% 100% 100%
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Table 77 (Continued)

Proportions of Subordinating Expressions in the Examinees’ Language Samples

Conv  Pres % Grand % % Conv % Pres

Expression Token Token Token Total Subtotal Subtotal  Subtotal

Complement Structure

toomou 596 394 202 335%  96.1%  96.1%  96.2%
Comp +ka 10 8 2 06%  1.6%  2.0%  1.0%
o iu 6 2 4 03%  1.0%  05%  1.9%
tokiku 3 3 0 02%  05%  07%  0.0%
toshiru 1 I 0 01%  02%  02%  0.0%

-to kangaeru 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
to shinjiru 1 0 1 01%  02%  00%  05%
toiukoto 1 0 1 01%  02%  00%  0.5%
toika 0 0 0 00%  00%  00%  0.0%
Comp towa 1 I 0 01%  02%  02%  0.0%
- 1o W”k“ﬁfl’;z 1 1 0 01%  02%  02%  00%

Subtotal 620 410 210 34.8% 100% 100% 100%

Relative Clause
Short rel. 71 48 23 4.0% 28.9% 45.3% 16.4%
Longrel. 175 58 117 9.8% 71.1% 54.7% 83.6%
Subtotal 246 106 140 13.8% 100% 100% 100%

Grand total 1781 1243 538 100%

Notes. N = 76; All Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms and two
presentation test forms; Conv Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms; Pres
Token = total token counts from two presentation test forms. CA, CB, CC, and CD stand for
Conversations A—D, respectively. PA and PB stand for Presentations A and B, respectively. Long
rel. and short rel. stand for long and short relative clauses, respectively. Short relative clauses
have only one verb (predicate) in a modifying clause. Long relative clauses have predicate and
other arguments.
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Table 78

Proportions of Coordinating Expressions in the Examinees’ Language Samples

Conv  Pres % Grand % % Conv % Pres

Expression Token Token Token Total Subtotal  Subtotal  Subtotal

Clause-Initial Coordinating Expressions

soshite 259 152 107 21.7% 41.2% 35.5% 53.5%

demo 114 88 26 9.5% 18.2% 20.6% 13.0%

nazenara 113 73 40 9.4% 18.0% 17.1% 20.0%

dakara 38 29 9 3.2% 6.1% 6.8% 4.5%

Jja/soreja 19 19 0 1.6% 3.0% 4.4% 0.0%

sorekara 18 15 3 1.5% 2.9% 3.5% 1.5%

de 16 13 3 1.3% 2.5% 3.0% 1.5%

ato 14 13 1 1.2% 2.2% 3.0% 0.5%

dewa/soredewa 7 7 0 0.6% 1.1% 1.6% 0.0%

datte 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

desukara 5 4 1 0.4% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5%

dakedo 5 3 2 0.4% 0.8% 0.7% 1.0%

nanode 4 0 4 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 2.0%

sorede 4 4 0 0.3% 0.6% 0.9% 0.0%

shikashi 4 2 2 0.3% 0.6% 0.5% 1.0%

shikamo 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

sarani 2 0 2 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 1.0%

soreni 2 2 0 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.0%

soreka 1 1 0 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

desukedo 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

soreto 1 1 0 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

soretomo 1 1 0 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

tsuideni 1 1 0 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

Subtotal 628 428 200  52.51% 100% 100% 100%
Clause-Middle Coordinating Expressions

Conjunctive -te 242 92 150  20.2% 59.9% 54.8% 63.6%

Temporal -te 74 43 31 6.2% 18.3% 25.6% 13.1%

-tari 47 22 25 3.9% 11.6% 13.1% 10.6%

Infinitive form 32 4 28 2.7% 7.9% 2.4% 11.9%

Temporal -tara 5 3 2 04% 1.2% 1.8% 0.8%

-tekara 2 2 0 0.2% 0.5% 1.2% 0.0%

V + toka (V) 1 1 0 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0%

V +ka (V) 1 1 0 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0%

Subtotal 404 168 236  33.78% 100% 100% 100%
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Table 78 (Continued)

Proportions of Coordinating Expressions in the Examinees’ Language Samples

Conv  Pres % Grand % % Conv % Pres
Token Token Total Subtotal  Subtotal  Subtotal
Clause-Final Coordinating Expressions
-kedo 89 58 31 7.4% 54.3% 55.2% 52.5%
-ga 51 29 22 43% 31.1% 27.6% 37.3%
-shi 24 18 6 2.0% 14.6% 17.1% 10.2%
Subtotal 164 105 59 13.71% 100% 100% 100%
Grand total 1196 701 495  100%
Notes. N = 76; All Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms and two
presentation test forms; Conv Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms; Pres
Token = total token counts from two presentation test forms. Clause-initial coordinating
expressions mean independent conjunctions. Clause-middle coordinating expressions mean
coordinating expressions that have non-finite forms. Clause-final coordinating expressions
means clause-final conjunctive particles that have finite forms.

Expression  Token

Results show that adverbial subordinations account for 43.6% of all subordinating
expressions, followed by complement structures (34.8%), relative clauses (13.8%), and
grammatical nominalization (7.7%). The most frequently observed subordinating expression was
the complement structure - fo omou'® ‘think’, which accounted for 96.1% of all complement
structures (33.5% of all subordinating expressions). A close analysis of this expression revealed
that 579 out of 596 tokens (97.1%) were used in the present tense, for a 1% person subject, and at
the end of the utterance®’. In all of these cases, the content in the complement clause was the
topic of discourse or the inner thoughts of the speaker (Maynard, 1996). The following is one of
the responses to the prompt asking what kind of host family they would like to have: chiisai

kazoku wa ii to omoimasu eeto kodomo wa ii to omoimasu nazenara tanoshii to omoimasu ‘1

19 omou and omoimasu were not differentiated in this analysis.

20 There was a total of 17 tokens of — 0 omou where the verb was not in 1% person present tense or the complement
clause was not the topic of the discourse. Two tokens were in 1% person past tense. Eight tokens were in 2™ person
present tense, which were used in questions. Two tokens were in 3™ person present tense referring to minna
‘everybody.” For 5 cases, the complement clauses were not the topic of the conversation.
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think (that) small family is good. Umm I think (that) kids are good. (That’s) because I think
it/they is/are fun.” From a strictly structural perspective, - to omou is a complement structure and
its complement clause is a subordinate clause; however, when it is used in a certain environment
(i.e., 1* person subject and present tense), the meaning of ‘think’ seems to be bleached and it
functions as an epistemic stance marker, or what Lakoff (1980) calls a ‘speech act qualifier’. In
fact, - o omou was reported as the second most frequently used marker for hedging in spoken
interaction in Lauwereyns’s (2000) study. A similar phenomenon was reported in English by
Thompson and Mulac (1991) and Thompson (2002). Thompson (2002) argues that most
instances of ‘I think’ in discourse are reanalyzed as an epistemic stance maker and treated as a
fixed expression. She further argues that this type of ‘I think’ should not be treated as a
subordinating expression. Taking this argument into account, the subsequent analysis was
conducted in two ways (a) with the fixed expression - to omou functioning as an epistemic
marker and (b) without - to omou.

Coordinating expressions were classified into clause-initial, clause-middle, and clause-
final coordinating expressions. Clause-initial coordinating expressions mean independent
conjunctions. Clause-middle coordinating expressions mean coordinating expressions that have
non-finite forms. Clause-final coordinating expressions means clause-final conjunctive particles
that have finite forms. Table 78 shows that independent conjunctions accounted for 52.5% of all
the coordinating expressions, followed by clause-middle coordinating expressions (33.8%) and
clause-final coordinating expressions (13.7%). Among the independent conjunctions, soshite
‘and’ was the most frequency used independent conjunction (41.2% of all clause-initial

coordinating expressions). The second and third most frequent conjunctions were demo ‘but’
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(18.2% of all clause-initial coordinating expressions) and nazenara ‘because’ (18.0% of all
clause-initial coordinating expressions).

Table 79 shows the descriptive statistics for the number of main finite clauses observed in
each task. As expected, test takers produced more main finite clauses in the presentation tasks
than in the conversation task due to the difference in allotted time.

Table 79

Descriptive Statistics for the Number of Main Finite Clauses (MFC) in the Examinees’ Language

Samples

Mean SD  Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis
MFC in Conversation A 7.88 2.72 1 14 -0.26 -0.12
MFC in Conversation B 8.34 3.52 0 16 -0.17 -0.47
MFC in Conversation C 7.54 3.45 0 17 -0.30 —0.54
MFC in Conversation D 9.05 3.51 0 23 -0.35 -0.04
MFC in Presentation A 13.22 4.84 1 25 —-0.28 0.09
MFC in Presentation B 13.34  4.66 1 25 -0.15 0.34

Notes. N = 76; Standard error for skewness = 0.28; Standard error for kurtosis = 0.54

Table 80 shows the descriptive statistics for the frequency ratio for different types of
subordinating and coordinating expressions. Grammatical nominalizations, complement
structures, and relative clauses were group together as embedded clause structures. Table 81
shows the descriptive statistics for the average frequency ratio for different types of
subordinating and coordinating expressions by task types. The number of embedded clause
structures were calculated in three ways: (a) all the embedded clause were included; (b) the
number of - o omou ‘think’ was excluded from the total number of embedded structures; and (c)
the numbers of - 10 omou ‘think’ and short relative clauses were excluded from the total number
of embedded structures. The descriptive statistics seem to suggest that test takers used more

adverbial subordinations and independent conjunctions in the conversation task and more clause-
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middle coordinating expressions in the presentation task. The difference between the
conversation task and presentation task was not clear in other types of expressions/structures.
The skewness and kurtosis values show that most expressions/structures had very positively
skewed and leptokurtic distributions.

Table 80

Descriptive Statistics for the Frequency Ratio per Main Finite Clause in the Examinees’

Language Samples by Test Forms

Types of Expression/Structure Mean SD  Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis
Adverbial subordination in 0.16 0.00 0.67 0.20 1.22 0.39
Conversation A (CA)

Adverbial subordination in 0.22 0.00 122 0.29 1.67 2.72

Conversation B (CB)

Adverbial subordination in 0.24 0.00 1.22 0.29 1.29 1.46

Conversation C (CC)

Adverbial subordination in 0.23 0.00 1.00 0.28 1.15 0.25

Conversation D (CD)

Adverbial subordination in 0.08 0.00 1.00 0.15 3.77 19.15
Presentation A (PA)

Adverbial subordination in 0.07 0.00 039 0.10 1.59 2.03

Presentation B (PB)

Embed. clause structure in CA 0.10 0.00 1.00 0.18 2.75 9.50

Embed. clause structure in CB 0.07 0.00 044 0.12 1.46 0.95

Embed. clause structure in CC 0.09 0.00 048 0.13 1.48 1.44

Embed. clause structure in CD 0.07 0.00 1.00 0.15 3.89 19.66
Embed. clause structure in PA 0.10 0.00 0.67 0.17 1.97 3.37

Embed. clause structure in PB 0.08 0.00 0.73 0.13 2.69 8.84

Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.10  0.00 1.00 0.18 2.75 9.50

omou) in CA

Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.07 0.00 044 0.12 1.46 0.95

omou) in CB

Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.09 0.00 048 0.13 1.48 1.44

omou) in CC

Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.07  0.00 1.00 0.15 3.89 19.66
omou) in CD

Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.10 0.00 0.67 0.17 1.97 3.37

omou) in PA

Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.08 0.00 0.73 0.13 2.69 8.84

omou) in PB
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Table 80 (Continued)
Descriptive Statistics for the Frequency Ratio per Main Finite Clause in the Examinees’

Language Samples by Test Forms

Types of Expression/Structure Mean SD  Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis
Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.10  0.00 1.00 0.18 2.81 10.14
omou & short relative clauses) in CA
Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.04 0.00 033 0.08 1.94 2.67
omou & short relative clauses) in CB
Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.08 0.00 048 0.12 1.70 2.64
omou & short relative clauses) in CC
Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.05 0.00 1.00 0.14 4.80 28.79
omou & short relative clauses) in CD
Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.09 0.00 0.60 0.16 2.01 3.29
omou & short relative clauses) in PA
Embed. clause structure (except -to 0.07  0.00 0.64 0.13 2.70 8.20
omou & short relative clauses) in PB
MFC-initial coor. exp. in CA 0.18 0.00 0.54 0.15 0.41 -0.68
MFC-initial coor. exp. in CB 0.12  0.00 0.50 0.13 0.70 -0.43
MFC-initial coor. exp. in CC 0.17  0.00 0.50 0.17 0.47 -1.27
MFC-initial coor. exp. in CD 0.14 0.00 0.60 0.16 1.20 0.75
MFC-initial coor. exp. in PA 0.08 0.00 043 0.10 1.29 1.19
MFC-initial coor. exp. in PB 0.10 0.00 044 0.12 1.23 0.71
MFC-middle coor. exp. in CA 0.06 0.00 0.50 0.12 2.23 4.13
MFC-middle coor. exp. in CB 0.09 0.00 056 0.12 1.63 3.12
MFC-middle coor. exp. in CC 0.03 0.00 0.38 0.08 2.72 7.70
MFC-middle coor. exp. in CD 0.04 0.00 029 0.07 1.90 2.93
MFC-middle coor. exp. in PA 0.09 0.00 1.00 0.17 2.90 11.46
MFC-middle coor. exp. in PB 0.13 0.00 145 022 3.48 17.42
MFC-final coor. exp. in CA 0.04 0.00 056 0.09 3.64 17.06
MFC-final coor. exp. in CB 0.03 0.00 0.27 0.06 2.53 6.11
MFC-final coor. exp. in CC 0.06 0.00 1.00 0.15 3.93 20.79
MFC-final coor. exp. in CD 0.04 0.00 045 0.08 2.81 10.09
MFC-final coor. exp. in PA 0.03 0.00 0.20 0.05 1.55 1.42
MFC-final coor. exp. in PB 0.02 0.00 031 0.06 3.18 11.06

Notes. N = 76; Standard error for skewness = .28; Standard error for kurtosis = .54; MFC = main
finite clause; Coor. exp. = coordinating expressions. CA, CB, CC, and CD stand for
Conversations A—D, respectively. PA and PB stand for Presentations A and B, respectively.
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Table 81
Descriptive Statistics for the Frequency Ratio per Main Finite Clause in the Examinees’

Language Samples by Task Types

Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis

Adverbial subordination in Conv. 021 023 00 09 1.03 0.21
Adverbial subordination in Pres. 0.07 0.10 0.0 0.5 1.94 4.57
Embed. clause structure in Conv. 023 020 0.0 0.6 0.49 -0.83
Embed. clause structure in Pres. 0.18 0.19 00 09 1.33 1.86
Embed. clause structure (without -to 0.08 0.10 00 04 1.23 0.87
omou) in Conv.

Embed. clause structure (without -to 0.09 0.13 00 0.7 2.24 6.10
omou) in Pres.

Embed. clause structure (without -to 0.07 008 00 03 1.33 1.29
omou & short relative clauses) in Conv.

Embed. clause structure (without -to 0.08 0.13 00 0.6 2.23 5.37
omou & short relative clauses) in Pres.

MFC-initial coor. exp. in Conv. 0.15 0.12 0.0 0.5 0.60 0.06
MFC-initial coor. exp. in Pres. 0.09 0.10 0.0 04 1.39 1.75
MFC-middle coor. exp. in Conv. 0.05 007 00 03 1.76 3.32
MFC-middle coor. exp. in Pres. 0.11  0.17 00 09 2.34 6.82
MFC-final coor. exp. in Conv. 0.04 006 00 03 2.04 3.91
MFC-final coor. exp. in Pres. 0.03 0.04 00 0.2 2.05 4.95

Notes. N = 76; Standard error for skewness = .28; Standard error for kurtosis = .54 MFC = main
finite clause; Coor. exp. = coordinating expressions.

Repeated Measures ANOVA. A5 x 2 repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to
compare the effect of task types on syntactic characteristics in the conversation and presentation
tasks. The syntactic structure had five levels: adverbial subordination, embedded clause
structure, clause-initial coordination, clause-middle coordination, and clause-final coordination.
The task type had two levels: conversation task and presentation task. Three versions of
repeated-measures ANOVAs were conducted to examine if the different operational definitions
of embedded clause structure would affect the results: (a) all the embedded clause were included;
(b) the number of - fo omou ‘think’ was excluded from the total number of embedded structures;

and (c) the numbers of - fo omou ‘think’ and short relative clauses were excluded from the total
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number of embedded structures. The assumptions for no outliers, normality, and sphericity were
checked. As described at the beginning of this section, five students were excluded from the
analysis as outliers. The descriptive statistics show that most variables in the present study had
very positively skewed and peaked distributions; however, ANOVA is robust with dealing with
normality violation (Blanca et al., 2017; Ito, 1980). For instance, Ito (1980) explains that
[t]he F-test is found to be remarkably insensitive to general nonnormality. In the
commonly occurring case where the group sample sizes are equal, it is not very sensitive
to heterogeneity of variance from group to group. Hence, the ANOVA F-test for equal

group size can probably be used with confidence in most practical situations (p. 205).
Therefore, ANOVA was used to continue the analysis. The present data set did not have any
violation of sphericity because there were only two levels in the task types.

Table 82 shows the results of the three two-way repeated ANOV As with different
definitions of embedded clause structures. The top ANOVA source table shows the results when
all types of embedded structures were included in the analysis. The middle ANOVA source table
shows the results when the fixed expression - fo omou functioning as an epistemic marker was
excluded from the frequency counts for embedded clauses. The bottom source table shows the
results when the fixed expression - to omou and short relative clauses were excluded from the
frequency counts. Partial eta squared (1,%) indicates the percentage of variance in the task and its

associated error that was accounted for by task effect.
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Table 82
Two-Way Repeated ANOVA Source Tables for the Comparison of Syntactic Complexity of the

Examinees’ Language Samples between the Conversation and Presentation Tasks

Source df  SS MS F p M’
All Embedded Structures Included
Structure 4 2562 0.640 33.365 .000%* 308
Error (Structure) 300 5.759 0.019
Task 1 0301 0.301 37.722 .000* 335
Error (Task) 75 0.599 0.008
Structure x Task 4 0.760 0.190 20.739 .000* 217

Error (Structure x Task) 300 2.748 0.009

Without - fo omou

Structure 4 1.037 0.259 18.546 .000* 198
Error (Structure) 300 4.192 0.014
Task 1 0.161 0.161 23.147 .000* 236
Error (Task) 75 0.522 0.007
Structure x Task 4 0.825 0.206 24.484 .000* 246

Error (Structure x Task) 300 2.526 0.008

Without - f0 omou and Without Short Relative Clauses

Structure 4 1.083 0.271 19.650 .000* 208
Error (Structure) 300 4.135 0.014
Task 1 0.151 0.151 22.078 .000* 227
Error (Task) 75 0.514 0.007
Structure x Task 4 0.838 0.209 24.287 .000* 245

Error (Structure x Task) 300 2.588 0.009

Notes. SS = sum of squares; MS = mean square.
*p<.001

There was a statistically significant effect of structure types on syntactic complexity regardless
of the difference in the definition of embedded clause structures. When all embedded structures
were included, F (4, 300) = 33.365, p <.001, n,> = .308; the structure effects accounted for
30.8% of the variance in task and its error. When the fixed phrase — fo omou was excluded from
the analysis, F (4, 300) = 19.650, p <.001, n,*> = .208; the structure effects accounted for 20.8%

of the variance in the task and its error. When the fixed phrase — o omou and short relative
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clauses were excluded from the analysis, F (4, 300) = 22.078, p < .001, n,> = .227: the structure
effects accounted for 22.7% of the variance in the task and its error. There was also a statistically
significant effect of task type on syntactic complexity regardless of the difference in the
definition of embedded clause structures. When all embedded structures were included, F (1, 75)
=37.722, p < .001, n,> = .335: the task effects accounted for 33.5% of the variance in task and its
error. When — fo omou was excluded from the analysis, F (1, 75) = 23.147, p < .001, n,* = .236;
the task effects accounted for 23.6% of the variance in the task and its error. When — to omou
and short relative clauses were excluded from the analysis, F (1, 75) = 22.078, p < .001, n°

= .227; the task effects accounted for 22.7% of the variance in the task and its error.
Furthermore, a statistically significant interaction was found between the structures and task
types for all three versions of ANOVAs. Figure 16 shows the interactions between different
types of structures and task types. The average frequency ratios for adverbial subordination and
MFC-initial coordination were noticeably larger for the conversation task than the presentation
task, while the opposite trend was found for MFC-middle coordination. No obvious difference
was found for embedded clause structures when the fixed epistemic expression - to omou (and
short relative clauses) were excluded from the frequency counts and for MFC-final coordination.
The results of the ANOV As suggest that the conversation task and the presentation task

generally elicited language samples with different syntactic characteristics.
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Figure 16. Two-way fully repeated ANOVA interactions for syntactic complexity.
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Post Hoc Paired-Samples t-Tests. Seven paired-samples t-tests were used to make post
hoc comparisons of frequency ratios for different types of expressions/structures. Table 83 shows
the results of seven paired-samples t-tests.

Table 83
Paired Samples T-Tests for the Comparison of Syntactic Complexity of the Examinees’ Language

Samples between the Conversation and Presentation Tasks

Conversation - Presentation Mean SD 95% CI t df p
Adverbial subordination 0.14 0.19 0.09-0.18 632 75 .000%*
Embedded clause structure 0.05 0.14 0.01-0.08 2.83 75 .006

Embedded clause structure
(without - to omou)
Embedded clause structure

-0.01 0.11 -0.03-0.02 -0.67 75 .502

(without - to omou & short -0.01 0.11 —-0.04-0.01 —-098 75 .332
relative clauses)

MFC-initial coordination 0.06 0.13 0.03-0.09 409 75 .000*
MFC-middle coordination —-0.06 0.12 -0.08--0.03 —-4.25 75 .000*
MFC-final coordination 0.01 0.06 0.00-0.03 204 75 .044

Notes. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval of the difference.
* p <.0014 (2-tailed). The o-level was adjusted study-wide with the Bonferroni correction.

A paired samples t-test for the adverbial subordination indicated that there was a significant
difference between the conversation task (M = 0.21, SD = 0.23) and the presentation task (M =
0.07, SD =0.10); ¢ (75) = 6.32, p < .001. This suggests that adverbial subordinations were used
statistically more in the conversation task than in the presentation task. A paired samples t-test
for the all embedded clauses indicated that there was not a significant difference between the
conversation task (M = 0.23, SD = 0.20) and the presentation task (M =0.18, SD = 0.19); ¢ (75) =
2.83, p = .006. Note that there was a total of 37 post hoc paired comparisons study wide.

Therefore, the a-level was adjusted using the Bonferroni correction (.05/37 =.0014).
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A paired samples t-test for the embedded clauses without — fo omou also indicated that there was
not a significant difference between the conversation task (M = 0.08, SD = 0.10) and the
presentation task (M = 0.09, SD = 0.13); ¢ (75) = —0.67, p = .502. A paired samples t-test for the
embedded clauses without — fo omou and short relative clauses indicated again that there was not
a significant difference between the conversation task (M = 0.07, SD = 0.08) and the presentation
task (M = 0.08, SD =0.13); ¢ (75) = —0.98, p = .332. These three versions of t-tests for the
embedded clauses suggests that there was no statistical difference in the frequency of embedded
clause structures between the two task types regardless of how embedded structures were defined
in this study. A paired samples t-test for the clause-initial coordinating expressions indicated that
there was a significant difference between the conversation task (M = 0.15, SD = 0.12) and the
presentation task (M = 0.09, SD = 0.10); ¢ (75) = 4.09, p < .001. This suggests that independent
conjunctions were used statistically more often in the conversation task than in the presentation
task. A paired samples t-test for the clause-middle coordinating expressions indicated that there
was a significant difference between the conversation task (M = 0.05, SD = 0.07) and the
presentation task (M =0.11, SD = 0.17); t (75) = —4.25, p <.001. This suggests that clause-
middle coordinating expressions were used statistically more often in the presentation task than
in the conversation task. A paired samples t-test for the clause-final coordinating expressions
found no significant difference between the conversation task (M = 0.04, SD = 0.06) and the
presentation task (M = 0.03, SD = 0.04); ¢ (75) = 2.04, p = .044. This suggests that there was no
difference in the frequency of the clause-final coordinating expressions.

In summary, the results of the repeated measures ANOVA indicated that language

samples from the conversation and presentation tasks were generally different from each other in
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terms of their syntactic characteristics. The post-hoc comparisons revealed that adverbial
subordination and clause-initial coordinating expressions were observed statistically more
frequently in the conversation task. In addition, clause-middle coordinating expressions were
found more often in the presentation task, meaning that non-finite clauses were combined using
clause-middle coordination expressions to list actions and descriptions. The post-hoc
comparisons also revealed that frequency of embedded clause structures and MFC-final
coordination for the conversation task and presentation task probably varied due to chance alone.
These results suggest that the conversation task elicited structurally more complex language
samples than the presentation task.

Interactional moves and stance marking. Frequency counts for different types of
interactional moves and pragmatic particles were tallied for each test taker by test form and task
type. Since the same examinees may use the same interactional moves and pragmatic particles
multiple times, the number of test takers who used the interactional moves and pragmatic
particles were also tallied.

Interactional moves. Table 84 shows the raw frequency counts for the different types of
interactional moves by prompt. Expressing feeling means that test takers explicitly stated their
feelings, such as tanoshimi ni desu ‘(1) am looking forward to it.” Self-questioning means that
test takers verbalized what they were wondering about such as ato nani ga aru kana ‘(1) wonder
what else.” Empathizing means that test takers mentioned that they share similar experiences

with the other participant (a fictitious character in the task).
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Table 84

Frequency of Interactional Moves in the Examinees’ Language Samples by Prompt (Arranged by

the Total Frequency Counts)
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336

31 30 27 19

32

134 42

Table 84 indicates that asking questions was the most frequently used interactional move

followed by expressing feelings and making suggestions. Among all the prompts, B1 (a

hajimemashite nihon kara hikkoshite kita nakamura desu doozo yoroshiku onegai shimasu ‘How

250



do you do? I am Nakamura, from Japan, moving in next door. Nice to meet you.”) and D3
(tokorode konsaato no basho ga yoku wakaranai kara issho ni itte kurenai? ‘By the way, I don’t
know the concert location very well. Can you come with me?’) elicited the greatest number of
interactional moves, followed by B4 (Soo desuka ano moshi dekireba ashita gomi o dasu toki
chotto tetudatte moraitai n desu kedo ‘I see. If possible, when I take out the trash tomorrow, I
would like you to help me.”). Overall, the prompts that asked test takers to talk about their
opinion and preference (i.e., Al, A2, A3, B3, Cl1, C2, and D2) and the prompts that asked test
takers to explain facts and reasons (i.e., B2 and C3) seem to elicit fewer interactional moves.
Table 85 shows the number of examinees who used each type of interactional moves by
prompt. All prompts indicates the number of examinees who made the interactional move at least
once across 18 prompts. A/l moves indicates the number of test takers who made at least one type
of interactional move in the prompt. The results show that asking questions was used by the
largest number of test takers (56.8%), followed by expressing feelings (33.3%) and making
offers (26.9%). In terms of prompts, the interactional moves were elicited from the greatest
number of test takers from B1 (44.4%) followed by D3 (40.7%) and C4 (37.0%) (ja kondo no
meetingu de ima hanashita koto o minna ni tsutaete kureru? ‘Then at the next club meeting, can
you tell everyone what we talked about?”). Overall, the prompts that asked test takers to talk
about their opinion and preference (i.e., Al, A2, A3, B3, C1, and C2) and the prompts that asked
test takers to explain facts and reasons (i.e., B2 and C3) seem to elicit interactional moves from

fewer test takers.
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Table 85

The Number of Examinees Using Interactional Moves by Prompt (Arranged by the Proportions)

5 E Z . 0
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g 3 S s B p ox g = < gz S
7 £ 5 £ 5 2 28 € 2 Q@ % 2 2 = %
s S g 3 ¥ ¥ § 58 F 5 £ ¥ 2 = I
Pompt @ H O < @ < & O & @ @ < @ < ¥
Bl 20 1 15 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 36 444
D3 11 4 1 2 13 4 2 3 1 1 1 0 0 33 407
c4 18 7 0 5 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 30 370
B4 12 1 13 0 5 0 4 1 1 0 1 0 1 28 346
A4 5 17 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 296
p2 11 1 0 5 0 8 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 24 296
DI 12 3 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 210
c2 3 1 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 136
cTt 2 o0 o0 1 0 4 1 0 0 0O 1 1 0 10 123
D4 5 o0 O 1 1 1 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 8 99
B3 0 o0 O I 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 86
¢ 0 2 o0 O 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 62
A2 1 o0 o0 1 o0 0 1 0 0 O 0 0 0 3 37
A3 I 1 0 1 O 0 O O O 0 0 O O 3 37
B2 0 0 O o0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 37
PA 0O 2 0 O O O O O O 1 0 0 0 3 37
PB 0 0 O I O O 1 0 O 1 0 0 0 3 37
AL 0 1 0 o0 O 0 1 0 0 O 0 0 0 2 25
All 46 27 24 21 21 18 16 6 5 5 3 1 1 65 802

%All 56.8 33.329.6 259 259 222 198 74 62 62 3.7 12 12 802

Note. N = 81.

Table 86 shows the number of examinees who made at least one interactional move by
test form. The proportion of examinees who made interactional move(s) ranged from 35.8% to

60.5% in the conversation task. The corresponding proportion for the presentation task was
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3.7%. It seems that the conversation task generally elicited interactional moves from a larger
number of test takers than the presentation task. However, the proportion of examinees who
made moves for the conversation task was not very high. Approximately 40 to 64% of the
examinees did not make any interactional moves in the conversation task. In other words, the
language samples from 40 to 60% of the examinees may not exhibit any difference in terms of
the use/non-use of interactional moves. Among the conversation task, Conversations A and C
seem to elicit interactional moves from a much fewer number of test takes than Conversations B
and D. Table 86 also shows the Point-Biserial correlation coefficients (#) between the use/non-
use of interactional moves and logit scores for the conversation and presentation tasks.

Table 86

The Use of Interactional Moves by the Examinees and Their Logit Scores by Test Forms

Form Examinees Who Made Cogversation Prqsentation
Move(s) (%) Logit Score (7) Logit Score (7)

CA 29 (35.8%) 482" 439"

CB 49 (60.5%) 489" 399"

CC 39 (48.1%) 584" 440"

CD 46 (56.8%) 374" 366"

PA 3 (3.7%) 124 159

PB 3 (3.7%) .020 025

All Forms 65 (80.2%)

Note. N = 81. CA = Conversation A, CB = Conversation B, CC = Conversation C, CD =
Conversation D, PA = Presentation A, PB = Presentation B, » = the Point-Biserial Correlation
Coefficient.

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

The correlation coefficients ranged from .366 to .584 for the conversation task, indicating a weak

but statistically significant correlation between the use of interactional moves and logit scores.

This suggests that there was some tendency for examinees with higher ability to make
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interactional moves in the conversation task. Examinees’ ability can explain approximately 11 to
34% of the use of interactional moves.

Cochran’s Q test was conducted to investigate if there was a statistically significant
difference in the proportion of examinees who made interactional moves. The proportions were
compared instead of frequency because a higher frequency of (the same) interactive moves may
not necessarily mean a higher degree of interaction. Table 87 shows the numbers of examinees
who made no interactional moves and who made at least one interactional move, the proportions
of examinees with interactional moves (% move(s)), and the test statistic of Cochran’s Q test.
The results of Cochran’s Q test indicated that there was some statistically significant difference
among test forms, y°(5) = 132.18, p <.001.

Table 87

Cochran's Q Test for the Use of Interactional Moves by the Examinees

Post Hoc McNemar Test (p)

Test Form Ml\cl)(\)/e Ml\gjg(es) % Move
CB CC CD PA PB
CA 52 29 35.8% .000%* .089®  .001°* .000* .000%*
CB 32 49 60.5% .064° 7002 .000* .000*
CC 42 39 48.1% 248a  .000* .000*
CD 35 46 56.8% .000* .000*
PA 79 3 3.7%
PB 79 3 3.7%
Cochran's Q 132.18
df 5
p .000

Note. N = 81, % Move = the proportion of the examinees who made at least one interactional
move.

# Asymptotic p-values.

® Exact p-values.

* p <.0014 (2-tailed). The a-level was adjusted study-wide with the Bonferroni correction.
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McNemar tests were carried out for post hoc comparisons for the fourteen pairs of test
forms. The results of all eight comparisons between the conversation tasks (CA, CB, CC, and
CD) and presentation tasks (PA and PB) showed that the proportions of examinees who made
interactional moves were statistically different between the conversation tasks and presentation
tasks , p <.0014 (adjusted using the Bonferroni correction). These results indicate that the
conversation task generally elicited interactional moves from a greater number of examinees than
the presentation task did. Among the conversation test forms, statistical differences were found
between Conversation A (35.8%) and Conversations B (60.5%) and D (56.8%), p <.0014. There
was no evidence of a difference between the other pairs. The results show that Conversation A
elicited interactional moves from statistically less test takers compared to Conversations B and D.
These differences among the conversation test forms may be related to the number of prompts
that were not about stating opinions/preferences and explaining facts/reasons. As Table 85 shows,
a greater number of examinees tended to make interactional moves when they did something
other than stating opinions/preferences and explaining facts/reasons. Conversations A and C had
only one such prompt each (i.e., A4 and C4). The speech act of A4 was encouragement
(wakarimashita ja watashi mo narubeku ii hosutofamirii o mitsukemasu kara anata mo nihongo
no benkyoo ganbatte kite kudasai ne ‘Okay. Then I will do my best to find a good host family, so
you work hard on your Japanese studies’). The speech act of C4 was a request (ja kondo no
meetingu de ima hanashita koto o minna ni tsutaete kureru? ‘Then at the next club meeting, can
you tell everyone what we talked about?’). On the other hand, Conversations B and D included
two or more prompts: greeting (B1) and request (B4) in Conversation B, and asking for
suggestions (D2), request (D3), and expressing feelings (D4) for Conversation D. The difference

between the conversation and presentation task may also be related to the existence of prompts
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that were not about stating opinions/preferences or explaining facts/reasons since the
presentation tasks only directed test takers to describe/explain facts and to state their opinions.

In summary, the analysis of the use of interactional moves found that the conversation
task generally elicited interactional moves from a greater number of examinees than the
presentation task did. However, the difference in the use of interactional moves between the
conversation and presentation task was observed only for approximately 30 to 60% of the
examinees. Furthermore, the results suggest that Conversation A was not functioning as well as
some other test forms in terms of eliciting interactional moves. This may be related to the
relative lack of prompts that were not about stating opinions/preferences or explaining
facts/reasons.

Pragmatic particles. Table 88 shows the raw frequency counts for the different types of
pragmatic particles by prompt. The present study included seemingly anomalous uses of
pragmatic particles in the analysis since it was difficult for the researcher to judge whether
examinees’ uses of pragmatic particles were anomaly or not without fully understating their
intent. Instances of ne in fillers such as ano ne and nanka ne were also included in the analysis in
the present study. Eleven types of pragmatic particles were observed in the data and some of
them were used in quotes such as na to omou and kana to omou. Overall, ne was the most
frequently used pragmatic particles after yo and n desu. In terms of prompts, Table 88 shows that
pragmatic particles were used across all prompts. The presentation tasks (PA and PB) had the
largest number of particles; however, these numbers are not directly comparable to the
conversation prompts due to the difference in the allotted time for the two different types of task
and the heavy use of pragmatic particles by a certain number of examinees. For instance, ne was

used 38 times in Presentation B by 10 out of 81 examinees. Among 38 uses of ne, 6 instances
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were observed for Examinee 52 and 16 instances were observed for Examinee 59, as the
following response samples show.

XXX desu amerikajin to nihonjin desu ((cough)) itsumo kodomo datta toki ni to amerika
sundeta zutto natsu ni sundetanda soo dakara nanka oshoogatsu toka hanabi matsuri
ippai yatta n desu soo hanabi matsuri to amerika no Fourth of July wa nanka ne hanabi
matsuri wa yappari itsumo motto tanoshii desu ato motto oishii desu ((laugh)) nanka
oishiina moto ippai aru kara too yakitori to yakisoba to ichiban daisukina yatsuwa
kakigoori desu kakigoori wan n amerikani aru kedo anmari oishikunai too soo ato wa
kingyosukui kingyosukui wa nanka ne suki desu dakara eeto chiisadatta toki ni nanka
kingyosukui eetto machimachi machi o tsukamaeta kara too kingyo nanka ne ga ninen
ikiteta ikitetanda nanka hawa aa nihon ni modotte na sonoatono natsu ni modotte kingyo
mada attakara nanka ne kingyosukui wa itsumo tanoshii no oboeru mono desu ((cough))
ato oshoogatsu wa itsumo yaru amerika ni mada sundeiru n dattara yaru oshoogatsu wa
nanka ne etto tanoshii desu kedo nanka yappari ichiban daisukina mono wa ((laugh))
otoshidama desu aa nanka ne min minna no ko ### kodomo wa nanka itsumo yappari
ichiban daisukina ya mono wa oshoogatsu no mono wa otoshidama hai sayonara

‘(I) am XXX. (I) am American and Japanese. ((cough)) Always, when I was a child, |
was living in America, in summer, umm, in winter I lived in my grandpa and grandma’s
house a little bit. [ heard that (I) lived there the whole summer, (I) did a lot of things like
new years and fireworks festivals. Yeah, a fireworks festival and American Fourth of
July is like, a fireworks festival as you expect is always much more fun. And much more
delicious ((laugh)). Like because there are a lot of delicious thing, um yakitori, yakisoba
and my most favorite thing is shaved ice. America also has shaved ice, but it’s not very
tasty. Umm and then goldfish scooping. Goldfish scooping is like... my favorite. I really
like it. So, well when I was little, like, goldfish scooping... um.. I caught them and they
lived for two years. They were living, like, Hawaii... umm I returned to Japan and then
returned in summer, the goldfish was still there. Well I remember that goldfish scooping
was always fun. ((cough)) And then (I) always celebrate new years. If (I) live in America
still, (I) do it. A new year is well fun, but as expected (my) most favorite is ((laugh))
otoshidama. Um... every, all kids###kids, always as expected, the kids most favorite for
a new year is ofoshidama. Yes. Good-bye.” (Presentation B Examinee 52)

Boku wa nee anoo nihon nongo no culture wa ano boku ano minna ga ne anoo
ureshii toki ni tokiga iru to omoimasu tatoeba setsubun to iu anoo ga ate soshite ne sore
wa ne anoo warui mono ga konai yooni anoo konai yooni soo iu ano mame o nagete oni
0 0 nigerareru yooni 0o iu mono ga arimasu warui mono ga nai to minna yorokonde
iinaa iina nen ga ate minna yorokobu yo sonoato ni anoo sono osechiryoori aru
deshoosechiryoori wa ne ano chigauna tabemono wa ne ano ga ne a aru no tatoeba e a
ano ne koo iu tabemono wa koo iu imi ano desu shosite so sono tabemono taberu to anoo
too ko kotoshi wa ne i anoo ano kyonen yori motto motto ii nen ni ni natte minna ga
motto yorokobu yooni soo iu mono taberareru no desu sore ga ii to omoimasu chigau
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tabemono ga chigau tabemono ga ironna koto ga taberu to koo naru no ga ate wa
omoshiroida to omoimasu soo iu ho sono hoka wa ne eeto to ironna ano ironna gakkoo
ga ne ano choogakkoo ni natta toki ni ano soo iu 0sooji suru no ga ippai aru aru no
0s00ji wa ne anoo amerika yori ano ne motto aru no ano ne ano minna gakuseetachi ga
ne minnna 0sooji shitari sosite ano gakkoo o kireini suru yooni ano chan to osooji suru
demo ne amerika wa ne soo iu yatu ga nai no naino ano gakusee ga anoo gakkoo
gakkoo o sooji suru no more sossu ne sore ga ii to omoimau

‘I am um aa Japan Japanese culture is umm [ umm when everybody is umm happy (it is)
there, I think. For example, there is something called setsubun, and that is umso that bad
things won’t come, umm won’t come so umm throwing beans so that the evil oni will run
away, there is something like that. If there is no bad thing, everybody is happy and good.
(They have) a happy year and they are happy. After that, um, so, (we) have new year’s
dishes, right? New year’s dishes are umm different, food is um there. For example, umm
this kind of food has this kind of meaning and if you eat the food umm this year will be
much much better year, so that everybody will be happy, (we) eat that kind of food. (I)
think it’s good. Different food, different food, eating various thing and becoming like this
is fun, I think. Like that other thing is umm various umm various schools when (we)
become elementary school students, um like there are a lot of cleaning. Cleaning is more
than America, um all students clean and clean to make their school beautiful. But in
America, we don’t have things like that. Students’ cleaning their school more, yeah I
think it is good. ’(Presentation B Examinee 59)

Among the conversation prompts, pragmatic particles were observed most frequently in D4
followed by C4 and B4. The number of pragmatic particles seems smaller for Conversation A

(A1-A4) compared to other prompts.

258



Table 88
Frequency of Pragmatic Particles in the Examinees’ Language Samples by Prompt (Arranged by

the Total Frequency Counts)

N X =

8808 8%

- 5 ¢ 5§ § ¢ %
$ - o S 2 F 2 8 3 8
Prompt 2 = =2 & 8 &8 &8 = ¥ E 2 & 8 & £ § E
PA 38 5 5 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 03 00 0 0 1 36
PB 38 6 4 4 1 0 2 1 0 000 00 0 0 0 356
D4 24 13 1 7 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 350
c4 11 15 2 11 4 1 1 0 1 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 47
B4 7 24 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 36
D3 4 22 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 00 00 0 0 0 31
D2 4 11 5 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 27
DI 8 8 3 3 0 0 2 0 1 000 00 0 1 0 26
B2 9 5 5 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 000 0 0 0 0 24
ci 6 1 4 4 4 1 1 0 0 001 0 1 0 0 0 23
2 4 4 5 3 3 1 0 2 0 020000 1 0 0 23
B3 8 5 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 000 00 0 0 0 17
c3 2 1 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 0200 20 0 0 0 12
Al 6 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 000 00 0 0 0 10
A3 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 002 00 0 0 0 10
A2 1 1 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 10000 0 0 0 8
BIL 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0O 0 0 0 6
A4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 000 0 0 0 0 0 2
Total 178 125 47 46 25 13 7 3 3 2 1 7 3 1 1 1 1 464

Table 89 shows the number of examinees who used each type of pragmatic particle by
prompt. All prompts indicates the number of examinees who used pragmatic particles at least
once across 18 prompts. A/l particles indicates the number of test takers who used at least one
type of pragmatic particle in the prompt. The results show that ne was used by the largest number
of test takers (54.3%) followed by yo (50.6%) and n desu (24.7%). In terms of prompts, the

pragmatic particles were used by the greatest number of test takers for D4 (33.3%) followed by
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B4 (29.6%), C4 (27.2%), and D3 (27.2%). Even in the presentation task (PA and PB),

approximately 27% of test takers used pragmatic particles in their monologue speech. The larger

number of test takers seem to have used pragmatic particles in the prompts for Conversation D

compared to Conversation A.
Table 89

The Number of Examinees Using Pragmatic Particles by Prompt (Arranged by Proportion)

2 = 2, =

: S ittt

g ) 3 R 8 R R 3 & = <«

pompt ¥ 2 = & £ 8 33 #3388y os
D4 19 9 1 1 3 2 0 O O O o 1 1 O O O 0 27 1333
B4 7 18 1.0 2 O O O O O O O O O O 0 0 24 296
C4 8 13 2 2 6 1 1 o 1 o0 1 O O O O 0 0 22 272
D3 4 17 1 1 o 1 O O 1 O O O O O O o0 0 22 272
PA 11 4 4 2 1 o o0 o0 o0 o o 1 o0 o0 o0 o0 1 17 210
PB 10 6 4 1 1 o 2 1 0 0o o0 0 o0 0 0 0 0 17 210
D2 4 9 5 4 3 0 O O O O O O O 0o O O 0 16 198
D1 5 7 3 o 3 0 2 O T O O O O 0 o 1 0 15 185
B3 7 4 2 0 o0 2 0 O0 O O O 0O o0 o0 O 0 0 14 173
B2 6 3 3 0 2 2 0 O O 1 O O O O 0 o0 o0 13 160
C2 4 4 4 3 2 1 0 2 O O O O O O 1 0 0 12 148
Cl1 3 1 2 3 2 1 1 0 0 O O 1 o 1T O 0 0 10 123
Al 5 3 o o o O 1 O O O O O O O o0 o0 o0 9 111
C3 1 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 0o O o o0 2 0 0 0 o0 7 86
A3 0 1 5 o o 0 o o o o o0 1 0 0o o o0 o0 6 74
A2 1 1 0o 2 1 1 0 0 o 1 o0 o O O O 0 o0 5 62
B1 6 0 0 O o O O O O O O 0o o0 o0 0 o0 o0 6 74
A4 20 0 O o O O O o o o o o o0 o0 o0 o0 2 25
All 44 41 20 14 10 6 5 3 3 2 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 55 679

% All 54.3 50.624.717.312.3 7.4 6.2 3.7 3.7 25 1.2 3.7 3.7 1.2 12 1.2 1.267.9

Notes. N=81.

260



Table 90 shows the number of examinees who used at least one pragmatic particle by test
form. The results showed that the greatest number of test takers used pragmatic particles in
Conversation D (48.1%) followed by Conversations B (44.4%) and C (39.5%). In general, more
examinees used pragmatic particles during the conversation task than the presentation task
except Conversation A. Table 90 also shows the Point-Biserial correlation coefficients (7)
between the use/non-use of pragmatic particles and logit scores for the conversation and
presentation tasks. Weak positive correlations ranging from .280 to .418 were found between the
use of pragmatic particles in Conversations B, C, and D and the logit scores from the
conversation task. This suggests that only 7 to 17% of the use of pragmatic particles can be
explained by examinees’ ability.

Table 90

The Use of Pragmatic Particles by the Examinees and Their Logit Scores by Test Forms

Form Examinees (%) Copversation Prqsentation
Logit Score (7) Logit Score (7)

CA 16 (19.8%) 017 —.047

CB 36 (44.4%) 280" 091

CC 32 (39.5%) 418" 196

CD 39 (48.1%) 392% 208

PA 17 (21.0%) —.025 —.046

PB 17 (21.0%) —.092 —.084

All 55 (67.9%)

Note. N = 81. CA = Conversation A, CB = Conversation B, CC = Conversation C, CD =
Conversation D, PA = Presentation A, PB = Presentation B, » = the Point-Biserial Correlation
Coefficient.

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Cochran’s Q test was conducted to investigate if there was a statistically significant
difference between test forms in the proportions of examinees who used pragmatic particles.

Proportions were compared instead of frequency because a higher frequency of (the same)
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pragmatic particles may not necessarily mean better or more appropriate. Table 91 shows the
numbers of examinees who did not use pragmatic particles and who did use pragmatic particles,
the proportions of examinees with pragmatic particles (% used particle), and the test statistic of
Cochran’s Q test. The results of Cochran’s Q test indicated that there was some statistically
significant difference among test forms, y*(5) = 41.17, p < .001.

Table 91

Cochran's Q Test for the Use of Pragmatic Particles by Examinees

No Used % Used Post Hoc McNemar Test (p)
Test Form Particle Particle Particle
CB CcC CD PA PB

CA 65 16 19.8% .001%* .008* .000%* 1.000°  1.000°
CB 45 36 44.4% 541° .690° 001%*% .001%*
CC 49 32 39.5% 210° .007? .012?
CD 42 39 48.1% .000%* .000%*
PA 64 17 21.0%
PB 64 17 21.0%

Cochran's Q 41.17
df 5
p .000

Note. N = 81, % Move = the proportion of the examinees who made at least one interactional

move.

# Asymptotic p-values.

® Exact p-values.

* p <.0014 (2-tailed). The a-level was adjusted study-wide with the Bonferroni correction.
McNemar tests were carried out for post hoc comparisons of the fourteen pairs of test

forms. Between the conversation and presentation tasks, only Conversations B and D had a

statistically significant difference with the presentation tasks (PA and PB), p <.0014 (adjusted

using the Bonferroni correction). Furthermore, Conversation A was found to be statistically

different from Conversations B and D, p <.0014. There was no evidence of a difference between

the other pairs. The results indicated that the proportion of examinees who used pragmatic
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particles was not always statistically different between the conversation and presentation task. In
addition, a statistically fewer number of test takers used pragmatic particles during Conversation
A compared to three other conversation test forms. The difference in the use of pragmatic
particles between Conversation A and the three other conversation test forms may be related to
the context and genre of the interaction. In Conversation A, the context was set as test takers
talking with a study-abroad coordinator in an interview format. In this context, examinees might
have thought that they did not have an equal social status with the study-abroad coordinator. In
addition, in most prompts in Conversation A, the study-abroad coordinator took a role of
information seeker. Therefore, examinees might have focused more on the content of the
response in answering the questions rather than how to convey the content and build a good
relationship. On the other hand, Conversations B, C, and D had a non-interview setting; the other
speaking participants were either a new neighbor, a friend, or a Japanese student, respectively. In
addition, Conversations B and D included more prompts that were not about stating
opinions/preference and explaining facts/reasons. Therefore, the contexts in Conversations B, C,
and D may have helped test takers to express their stances through pragmatic particles more
comfortably. Thus, the relative lack of use of pragmatic particles in Conversation A may be
related to a larger number of opinion/information-oriented prompts in the interview format.

In summary, the analysis of the use of pragmatic particles found that not all conversation
tasks elicited pragmatic particles from a greater number of examinees than the presentation task
did. Furthermore, the results suggest that Conversation A was not functioning as well as some
other test forms in terms of eliciting pragmatic particles. This may be related to the dominance of

prompts that asked to talk about opinions/preferences or to explain facts/reasons.
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Summary of examinee response analyses. Examinees’ language samples were examined
qualitatively from macro and micro perspectives. From a macro perspective, the general quality
and quantity of their responses to 16 conversation prompts were examined to collect evidence for
authenticity. From a micro perspective, syntactic complexity and discourse features during the
conversation and presentation tasks were compared. The conversation and presentation tasks
used in the AP Japanese speaking section were designed to measure different types of speaking
ability (i.e., interpersonal communication and presentation). Therefore, the comparison was
made to collect evidence for construct validity.

The results of the macro-level analysis found that a relatively large proportion of
examinees produced short responses for some prompts that were related to confirmation (B3),
questions about time (A2 and C2), and encouragement (A4). In addition, the proportion of
examinees who included partially irrelevant responses were relatively large for A4, B1, C4, and
D4. A close examination of the responses suggests that the general lack of pre-task context
description may have contributed to the production of irrelevant utterances for B1 (greeting)
since the time, place, and occasion of the interaction were not introduced prior to the task. For
A4 (encouragement), C4 (request), and D4 (expressing excitement), the test method or the
scoring rubric’s expectation of an extended response regardless of prompt type may have had
some impact on examinees’ test responses. The results suggest that the authenticity of task
context and a test method/rubric may influence the quality and quantity of language samples.

The results of micro-level analyses found that language samples from the conversation
and presentation tasks were not always different from each other. As for the syntactic complexity,
it was found that examinees used statistically more adverbial subordinations for the conversation

task and statistically more clause-middle coordinations for the presentation task. No difference
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was found for embedded structures. These results suggest that the conversation task elicited
structurally more complex language samples than the presentation task. With respect to the use
of interactional moves, a statistically greater proportion of examinees made interactional moves
for the conversation task than for the presentation task. However, 40-70% of the examinees did
not make any interactional in either task. Regarding the use of pragmatic particles, only two out
of four conversation forms had a statistically greater proportion of examinees than the
presentation task. Moreover, the results indicated that Conversation A was not functioning as
well as other conversation test forms in terms of eliciting interactional moves and pragmatic
particles. This may be related to the dominance of prompts in Conversation A that asked to talk
about opinions/preferences or to explain facts/reasons. The results of micro-level analyses of
examinees’ response provided a piece of evidence that language samples from the two types of
task were different in terms of syntactic complexity and somewhat different in terms of
interactional moves, although the conversation task seemed to elicit more complex structures
than the presentation task. The results did not provide clear evidence in terms of pragmatic
particles since the statistical difference was only found for some conversation forms.
Qualitative follow-up analyses of the MFRM results. The many-facet Rasch analysis of
Conversations A—D identified four underfitting prompts (i.e., A2, C3, C4, and D2), meaning that
the response patterns for these prompts were too random and that they may not be measuring the
same underlying trait as the rest of the prompts. The follow-up bias analyses found that prompt-
examinee interactions accounted for approximately 76.5% of score randomness, which was
27.1% of the entire score variance. Furthermore, the examinee-prompt bias analysis found a clear
pattern for five prompts (i.e., Al, A4, B1, C4 and D4), for which examinees with higher ability

received lower scores and examinees with lower ability received higher scores than the Rasch
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model’s prediction. Therefore, these conversation prompts were further examined qualitatively in
conjunction with the examinees’ responses to these prompts.

Examinee-prompt interactions with a significant bias for the conversation task. The
examinee-prompt bias analysis found a clear pattern of significant bias for five prompts (i.e., A1,
A4, B1, C4 and D4), meaning that examinees with higher ability received lower scores and
examinees with lower ability received higher scores than the Rasch model’s prediction.
Therefore, these conversation prompts were further examined qualitatively in combination with
the examinees’ responses to these prompts. First, the researcher identified the responses that

showed a significant bias, meaning that their z-score values fell below —2.0 or above 2.0, and

whose infit mean square values were below or equal to 1.0. Then the responses were categorized
into a positive z-score group and a negative z-score group. A positive z-score suggests that the
examinee scored higher than expected based on the Rasch model. Conversely, a negative z-score
suggests that the examinee scored lower than expected. The quality and quantity of responses
were examined within each group and then compared between groups.

Conversation Prompt A1 had a total of 6 significantly biased interactions. Table 92 shows
the characteristics of those responses, the number of responses and proportion in 102 responses,
an average raw score, an average logit score, and minimum and maximum logit scores.
Remember that a logit score of zero represents the mean logit score and that the possible
maximum raw score is 6.00. Al asked examinees their personal preferences: hosuto famirii no
koto desu kedo donna kazoku ga ii desu ka ‘ About a host family, what kind of family would you
like?” There were four responses that received lower scores than the Rasch model’s prediction.
One of the responses listed general descriptions of a host family that he or she preferred without

any justification; this response was made by Examinee 68 with a relatively high ability (2.46
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logits): totemo nigiyakade totemo yasashii kazoku ga ii to omoimasu ‘I think a very lively and
very nice family would be good.” Three of the responses with negative z-scores were either
partially or entirely ambiguous responses made by examinees with a relatively high ability (M =
0.93 logits).

Table 92

Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Significant Prompt Bias for Conversation Prompt
Al

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response n % >
P ° RawScore Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected
L1s‘ged gqneral desired qualities without 1 1.0% 4.00 2 46 2.46 2.46
justification
Partially or entirely ambiguous response 3 2.9% 3.00 0.95 0.02 1.93

Higher Score than Expected
Listing multiple desired qualities using 0 _ _ _
general descriptions 1 1.0% 3.33 1.20 1.20 1.20

Partially irrelevant response 1 1.0% 3.33 -1.12 -1.12  —-1.12
Total 6 5.9%

Notes. N =102. Each examinee received three scores (i.e., three raters) for the conversation
prompt. These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response
type. Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation
forms were used to calculate the average logit score.

There were two responses that received higher scores than the prediction. One of the responses
listed general descriptions of a host family that he or she preferred without any justification; this
response was made by Examinee 125 with a relatively low ability (—1.20 logits): nn tanoshikute
omoshirokute yasahii kazoku ga ii desu ‘um a fun interesting nice family is good.” The other
response with a positive z-score was partially irrelevant. The results show that irrelevant and/or

ambiguous utterances would negatively impact raw scores of examinees with higher ability.

Conversely, they would positively impact raw scores of examinees with lower ability. The

267



results also confirmed that the existence of elaboration and justifications is a critical criterion for
a higher raw score. In other words, the existence of elaboration and justifications were used to
make an inference about examinees’ ability in the context of A1. However, as the results from
the qualitative analysis of the conversation prompts suggests, elaboration may be treated as an
interactional option. Examinee 68’s response exemplifies such a case. Especially in the context
of A1, listing many detailed conditions for a host family may have social consequences such as
being interpreted as selfish even if the language is complex. Then responses with general and
fewer conditions for host family may provide evidence of sociolinguistic competence even if the
language may be relatively simple. Therefore, the lack of elaboration and justification for
prompts like A1 may not always means a lack of interpersonal communication ability.
Conversation Prompt A4 had a total of 14 significantly biased interactions. Table 93
shows the characteristics of those responses, the number of responses and proportion in 102
responses, an average raw score, an average logit score, and minimum and maximum logit scores.
A4 expressed a promise and encouragement: wakarimashita ja watashi mo narubeku ii hosuto
famirii o mitsukemasu kara anata mo nihongo no benkyoo ganbatte kite kudasai ne ‘Okay. Then
I will do my best to find a good host family, so you too work hard with your Japanese studies.’
There were eleven responses that received lower scores than the Rasch model’s prediction. Five
of them were short responses to the encouragement made by examinees with relatively high
ability (M = 1.60 logits). For example, Examinee 75 (2.77 logits) responded hai ganbarimasu
arigatoo gozaimashita a yoroshiku onegai shimasu ‘Yes, I will do my best. Thank you. I will
appreciate it.” One response included elaboration, but some unnatural expressions were used.

These unnatural expressions seem to be the cause of the lower scores than the prediction.
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Table 93
Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Significant Prompt Bias for Conversation Prompt

A4

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response n % >
P ° RawScore Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected
Relevant but short response to the

5 4.9% 3.47 1.60 0.65 2.27
encouragement
Relevant and extended responses with 1 1.0% 533 368 368 368
some unnatural expressions
Partially or entirely irrelevant or 5 4.99 397 178 0.23 478

ambiguous response

Higher Score than Expected
Relevant but short response to the 1 1.0% 3.00 120 120 -1.20
encouragement
Extended but partially irrelevant and

: 2 2.0% 4.83 —-0.33 -0.70  0.04
ambiguous response

Total 14 13.7%

Notes. N =102. Each examinee received three scores (i.e., three raters) for the conversation
prompt. These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response
type. Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation
forms were used to calculate the average logit score.

Five responses were either partially/entirely irrelevant or ambiguous responses made by
examinees with relatively high ability (M = 1.78 logits). There were three responses that received
higher scores than the Rasch model’s prediction. One of them was the short response /ai
arigatoo gozaimashita ‘Yes. Thank you.” by Examinee 125 (—1.20 logits). The other two
responses were extended responses, but they included partially irrelevant and ambiguous
utterances. The results show similar trends with Al. Irrelevant and/or ambiguous utterances seem
to be evaluated negatively for examinees with higher ability. Meanwhile, these types of

utterances seem to be evaluated rather positively for examinees with lower ability. Furthermore,

the results show that examinees with a relatively higher ability still produced short utterances to
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the encouragement. This suggests that elaboration may not always reflect one’s interpersonal
communication ability in the context of A4. This finding is consistent with the finding about the
prompts’ fit with the rubric, which suggests details and elaboration are not expected in a
response to a prompt that consists of phatic utterances like A4.

Conversation Prompt B1 had a total of 18 significantly biased interactions. Table 94
shows the characteristics of these responses. B1 said a hajimemashite nihon kara tonari ni
hikkoshitekita Nakamura desu doozo yorosiku onegaishimasu ‘Oh, how do you do? I am
Nakamura, from Japan, who moved in next door. Nice to meet you.’

Table 94

Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Significant Prompt Bias for Conversation Prompt
Bl

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response 9 >
! xami p " % Raw Score  Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected

Short greeting and self-introduction 6 5.9% 3.22 1.08 —0.10 2.63
Short greeting and self-introduction with 1 1.0% 533 )83 )23 283
a follow-up question

Extended but partially irrelevant or

h 6 59% 3.72 1.41 0.07 3.68
ambiguous response

Higher Score than Expected
Relevant but short greeting and self-

introduction 1 1.0% 3.00 -2.90 -2.90 -2.90
Srlllcc))rftfegrreetmg and self-introduction with 1 1.0% 467 070 070 —0.70
Extended but partially irrelevant or 3 299 4.00 131 166 —1.06

ambiguous response
Total 18 17.6%

Notes. N =102. Each examinee received three scores (i.e., three raters) for the conversation
prompt. These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response
type. Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation
forms were used to calculate the average logit score.
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There were 13 responses that received lower scores than the Rasch model’s prediction. Six of
them were short responses with a greeting and simple self-introduction such as aa hajimemashite
ee watashi wa ((name)) desu ettoo hawai ni a uerukamu etto yoroshiku onegai shimasu ‘Um how
do you do? Ee I am ((name)). Well welcome to Hawaii. Nice to meet you.” This type of
responses was made by examines with a relatively high ability (M = 1.08 logits). One response
by Examinee 13 (2.83 logits) included one follow-up question such as kono atarashii basho wa
doo desuka ‘How 1is this new place?’ in addition to a greeting and simple self-introduction. Six
responses were extended but partially irrelevant or ambiguous responses made by examinees
with relatively high ability (M = 1.41 logits). There were five responses that received higher
scores than the Rasch model’s prediction. One of them was a short response with a greeting and
simple self-introduction made by an examinee with low ability of —2.90 logits. One response
included an offer such as nandemo kiite kudasai ‘Please ask me anything.’ in addition to a
greeting and simple self-introduction. This response was made by examinees with a relatively
low ability of —0.70 logits. Three responses were extended but partially irrelevant or ambiguous
responses made by examinees with relatively low ability (M = —1.31 logits). The results again
showed similar tendencies with A1 and A4. Both examinees with high ability and low ability
made short responses with a greeting and simple self-introduction. This suggests that the
existence of elaboration may not accurately reflect one’s ability in the context of B1 and that it
may not always be the ideal indicator of interpersonal communication ability. This finding is
consistent with the finding about the prompts’ fit with the rubric, which suggests that details and
elaboration is not expected when responding to phatic utterances such as B1.

Conversation Prompt C4 had a total of 16 significantly biased interactions. Table 95

shows the characteristics of these responses. C4 asked ja kondo no kurabu no miitingu de ima
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hanashita koto o minna ni tsutaete kureru? ‘Well then, at the next club meeting, can you tell
everyone what we talked about?’

Table 95

Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Significant Prompt Bias for Conversation Prompt
C4

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response n % >
P ° RawScore Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected
Accepting the request with a short

1 1.0% 233 1.45 1.45 1.45
utterance
Accepting the request with a reason with 1 1.0% 367 177 1.77 177
some grammar issues
Entirely irrelevant, ambiguous, or no 7 6.9% 152 0.75 026 143

response

Higher Score than Expected
Accepting the request with a short

4  3.9% 3.33 —0.71 -1.78 -0.21
utterance
Rejected the request with a reason 1 1.0% 4.00 —0.55 -0.55 -0.55
Extended but partially irrelevant response 2 2.0% 4.00 —0.48 —-1.02 0.07

Total 16 15.7%

Notes. N =102. Each examinee received three scores (i.e., three raters) for the conversation
prompt. These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response
type. Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation
forms were used to calculate the average logit score.

There were nine responses that received lower scores than the Rasch model’s prediction. One
response made by an examinee with relatively high ability (1.45 logits) expressed an acceptance
of the request using a short utterance. One response included reasons for an acceptance, but some
grammatical issues were found. Seven responses by examinees with relatively high ability (M =
0.75 logits) were entirely irrelevant, ambiguous, no responses made; most of these responses

started with an expression of acceptance and then added irrelevant or ambiguous utterances.

There were seven responses that received higher scores than the prediction. Two responses
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expressed an acceptance of the request using a short utterance; these responses were made by

examinees with relatively low ability (M = —0.71 logits). One examinee rejected the request

stating that he or she would be busy. Two responses were extended but partially irrelevant

responses made by examinees with a relatively low ability (M = —0.48 logits). The results

suggest that providing elaboration and justification for accepting the request may be an

interactional option rather than an expected move. Therefore, the criteria of elaboration may not

always accurately capture one’s interpersonal communication ability.

Conversation Prompt D4 had a total of 10 significantly biased interactions. Table 96

shows the characteristics of these responses. D4 said kinyoobi no konsaato tanoshimi da ne

wakuwaku suru yo ‘I am looking forward to the concert on Friday. I am excited about it.’

Table 96
Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Significant Prompt Bias for Conversation Prompt
D4
. . Average Logit
0
Characteristics of Examinee Response n Yo Raw Score Average Min __ Max
Lower Score than Expected
Expressing feelings with a short utterance 2 2.0% 3.83 1.95 1.63 2.27
Extended but partially ambiguous 0
2 2.0% 4.83 2.73 246 299
response
Short and ambiguous response 1 1.0% 0.67 —-0.52 -0.52 -0.52
Entirely irrelevant response 3 29% 1.67 0.41 —-0.40 1.60
Higher Score than Expected
Extended but partially irrelevant and/or 2 2.0% 417 0.62 _0.68 —055

ambiguous response
Total 10 9.8%

Notes. N =102. Each examinee received three scores (i.e., three raters) for the conversation
prompt. These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response
type. Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation

forms were used to calculate the average logit score.

There were eight responses that received lower scores than the Rasch model’s prediction. Two
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responses conveyed excitement using a short utterance such as watashi mo anoo moo anoo
tanoshimini shiteiru yo watashi mo ja jaa ano jaa ne ‘1 am also umm looking forward to it. Um
well see you then.” by Examinee 75. This type of responses was made by examinees with
relatively high ability (M = 1.95 logits). Another two responses were extended but partially
ambiguous ones made by examinees with high ability (M = 2.73 logits). One response was short
and partially ambiguous; three responses were entirely irrelevant responses. There were two
responses that received higher scores than the prediction. Both were extended but partially
irrelevant and/or ambiguous. The results cast a doubt against the applicability of elaboration as a
criterion to measure one’s interpersonal communication skill when a prompt consist of phatic
utterances like D4.

In summary, the qualitative analysis of the examinee-prompt bias interactions revealed
that the measurement error was generally related to two factors: (a) both examinees with high
ability and examinees with low ability produced short utterances, and (b) irrelevant and/or
ambiguous utterances had a different impact on raw scores between examinees with higher
ability and examinees with lower ability. For examinees with higher ability, irrelevant and/or
ambiguous utterances seemed to be treated as a sign of a lack of high ability. In contrast, they
seemed to be treated as a sign of some ability for examinees with lower ability. The results also
provided some evidence that the criterion of details, elaboration, and thoroughness is not an
appropriate measure of interpersonal communication skill for some type of prompts including
phatic/expressive prompts and requests in a yes-no format.

Underfitting conversation prompts. The examinee-prompt interactions accounted for
76.5% of the score randomness or 27.1% of the entire score variance. However, 23.5% of the

score randomness or 8.3% of the entire score variance remain unexplained. In order to explore
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possible sources of measurement error, examinees’ responses for the four underfitting prompts
were examined (i.e., A2, C3, C4, and D2). First, the researcher sorted examinees’ responses in
descending order of their ability logits for each prompt. Then examinee’s raw scores were
examined in order to identify the responses that did not match with the Rasch model’s prediction.
Since there were three raters for each examinee, an average of three scores was used for the
analysis. Examinees’ average raw scores were compared with other examinees’ raw scores with
similar logit scores. The researcher examined characteristics of the responses that received a
noticeably lower or higher averaged raw score than other responses at a similar ability level.

For Conversation Prompt A2, there were a total of 29 (28.4%) responses that received a
noticeably lower or higher scores than other responses in a similar ability range; Table 97 shows
the characteristics of these responses, the number of responses and proportion in 102 responses,
an average raw score, an average logit score, and minimum and maximum logit scores. A2 asked
test takers a preferred time for the homestay: itsu kara itsu made hoomusutei shitai desu ka?
‘From when to when do you want to stay with a host family?’ Thirty-five responses had
noticeably lower scores considering their logit scores. Four examinees answered the prompt with
preferred beginning and ending dates/months of home stay without stating any reason; these
responses were made by examinees with a relatively high ability (M = 1.74 logits). Nine
examinees answered the prompt with a duration of homestay (e.g., one year, two weeks, etc.)
with reasons; these responses were also made by examinees with a relatively high ability (M =
1.30). Two examinees with an average ability level (M = —0.03 logits) responded to the prompts
with a duration with no reason. Ten examinees with an average ability level (M = —0.17 logits)
made an entirely irrelevant response or no response. Meanwhile, four responses had noticeably

higher scores than other responses made by examinees with similar ability. All four examinees
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stated their preferred beginning and ending dates of home stay with or without reasons. They had
a relatively low to average ability.

Table 97

Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Unexpected Scores Based on the Logit Scores for

Conversation Prompt A2

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response 9 2
! x p " /0 Raw Score  Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected
Preferred beginning and ending dates of

h : 4 3.9% 3.00 1.74 1.16  2.69
omestay with no reason

Preferred duration of homestay with 9 8.8% 211 130 021 283
reasons

Preferred duration of homestay with no > 2.0% 167 ~0.03 019  0.14
reason

Entirely irrelevant or no response 10 9.8% 0.73 —0.17 —0.61  0.65

Higher Score than Expected

Ereferred begmmng and ending dates of 3 299 433 0.10 004 467
omestay with reasons

Preferred beginning and ending dates of

h : I 1.0% 3.00 -0.77 -0.77 —0.77
omestay with no reason

Total 29 28.4%

Note. N = 102. Examinees received three scores (i.e., three raters) for each conversation prompt.
These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response type.
Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation forms
were used to calculate the average logit scores.

The results confirmed that responses with stated reasons were scored higher, as specified
in the scoring rubric. However, some examinees with a higher ability did not mention any
reasons for their preferences. This indicates that a statement of reasons may not always be an
indicator of interpersonal communication ability. Stating reasons may be an interactional option

rather than an expected action. The results also showed that responses mentioning starting and

ending dates/months received higher scores than those mentioning a duration of homestay even
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with reasons. However, the responses stating a duration seem to fit with the flow of the discourse
and did not seem interactionally inferior to the responses stating starting and ending dates. This
suggests that the interpretation of the prompt for A2 had some flexibility and that the current
scoring standards could not accommodate this flexibility. This may account for some of the
remaining randomness among scores reported by the MFRM analysis.

For Conversation Prompt C3, there were a total of 24 responses (23.5%) that received a
noticeably lower or higher scores than other responses in a similar ability range; Table 98 shows
the characteristics of these responses. C3 asked to explain reasons for the choice mentioned in
C2: sono yoobi to jikan ga ii no wa dooshite? ‘“Why is that day of the week and time good?’
Table 98
Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Unexpected Scores Based on the Logit Scores for

Conversation Prompt C3

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response 9 >
! xamt p " % Raw Score  Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected

Explained why other days and/or times

would not work 3 29% 4.78 1.75 .71 1.77
A response for C3 was entirely irrelevant,

ambiguous, or none, but reasons were 7 6.9% 1.38 0.62 0.07 1.36
already provided for C2.

A response for C3 was entirely irrelevant,

ambiguous, or none, and no reason was 5 4.9% 1.07 0.84 0.22 1.45
already provided for C2.

Higher Score than Expected

Explained reasons extensively 5 49% 4.80 0.26 -0.10 0.84
Explain reasons briefly 2 2.0% 3.17 —0.14 -0.29  0.02

A response for C3 was entirely irrelevant,

) 2 2.0% 2.33 —0.69 -0.70 —0.68
ambiguous, or none

Total 24 23.5%
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Note. N = 102. Examinees received three scores (i.e., three raters) for each conversation prompt.
These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response type.
Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation forms
were used to calculate the average logit scores.

Fifteen responses had noticeably lower scores considering their logit scores. Two of the
responses mentioned the reasons why other days and/or times would not work, instead of directly
explaining why the day/time mentioned in C2 would work; these responses were made by
examinees with a relatively high ability (M = 1.75). Twelve examinees’ responses were either
entirely irrelevant, ambiguous, or non-existent. However, the examination of the responses for
C2 revealed that seven examinees already explained the reasons prior to C3. Meanwhile, nine
responses had noticeably higher scores than other responses made by examinees with a similar
ability. Five responses explained multiple reasons in detail. Two responses explained reasons
briefly. Another two responses were either entirely irrelevant, ambiguous, or non-existent.

The results again confirmed that the provision of reasons was a critical factor in scoring
responses for C3. However, the issue is that reasons can be stated to elaborate a response for C2
as well. If so, C3 may target a different type of ability depending on how examinees respond to
C2. When examines did not explain reasons for C2, C3 simply assesses if examinees can explain
reasons behind their preference or decision on the date and time for the volunteer work. But if
examinees explain reasons for C2, C3 assesses if examinees can further elaborate reasons. Here,
examinees may take a variety of approaches to expand their responses including why other day
and time would not work. In fact, all three examinees who explained why other days and times
would not work for C3 had already mentioned reasons in C2. Thus, some of the remaining

randomness reported by the MFRM analysis may be accounted for by the possibility that the

responses for C2 and C3 would be highly dependent on each other.
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For Conversation Prompt C4, there were a total of 25 responses (24.5%) that received a
noticeably lower or higher scores than other responses by those in a similar ability range; Table
99 shows the characteristics of those responses. C4 made a request to examinees: ja kondo no
kurabu no miitingu de ima hanashita koto o minna ni tsutaete kureru? ‘Well then, at the next
club meeting, can you tell everyone what we talked about?’

Table 99
Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Unexpected Scores Based on the Logit Scores for

Conversation Prompt C4

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response 9 >
! xami p " % Raw Score  Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected
Relevant but short response 2 2.0% 2.67 1.11 0.77 145

Relevant and extended responses with

. 1 1.0% 3.67 1.77 1.77  1.77
some grammar issues
Partially irrelevant and/or ambiguous 3 299 399 0.99 023 147
response
Entirely irrelevant, ambiguous, or no 11 10.8% 1.45 0.50 054 143
response

Higher Score than Expected

Relevant but short response 3 2.9% 3.22 -0.77 -1.78 —0.21
Rejected the request with a reason 1 1.0% 4.00 —0.55 -0.55 —0.55
Partially irrelevant response 4 3.9% 3.17 —0.68 -1.06  0.07

Total 25 24.5%

Note. N =102. Examinees received three scores (i.e., three raters) for each conversation prompt.
These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response type.
Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation forms
were used to calculate the average logit scores.

Seventeen responses had noticeably lower scores considering their logit scores. Two of the

responses expressed the acceptance of the request with a short utterance; these responses were

made by examinees with a relative high ability (M = 1.11). One response was an extended
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response, but had some issues with grammar. Three responses were partially irrelevant and/or
ambiguous; eleven responses were entirely irrelevant, ambiguous, or non-existent. Meanwhile,
eight responses had noticeably higher scores than other responses made by examinees with
similar ability. Three responses expressed the acceptance of the request in a concise manner;
these were made by the examinees with a relatively low ability (M =—0.77 logits). One
examinee rejected the request and stating that he or she would be busy. Four responses were
partially irrelevant ones made by examinees with a relatively low ability (M = —0.68 logits). The
results showed that the examinees may produce a short utterance regardless of their ability for a
request in a yes-no format. In addition, partially irrelevant responses seem to impact negatively
for examinees with higher ability and positively for examinees with lower ability. This is
consistent with the finding from the qualitative analysis of the bias interactions. No new possible

source of measurement error was found from these results for C4.

For Conversation Prompt D2, there were a total of 19 responses (24.5%) that received
noticeably lower or higher scores than other responses by those in a similar ability range. Table
100 shows the characteristics of those responses. D2 asked for a suggestion for a place to eat: a
so sorede konsaato no ato doko ni tabe ni ikoo ka ‘Oh, I see. So, where should we go to eat after
the concert?’ Eleven responses had noticeably lower scores considering their logit scores. The
prompt seems to require knowledge of local restaurants to provide a response. In this response,
an examinee mentioned Zippy’s, which is the name of a restaurant in Hawai‘i, without any
explanation, such as ~ fo iu resutoran ‘a restaurant called ~’, despite his or her relatively high
ability (1.27 logits). Since none of the conversation raters were from Hawai‘i, they might not be
able to fully interpret the response. One response corrected the assumption of eating out together

after the concert by saying “ee jaa hito wa seito wa daitai e konsaato no mae ni tabete aa
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konsaato ni ikimasu konsaato ni iku kedo ato kan konsaato wa osoku owa owaru ‘uh then people
students usually eat before the concert and go to the concert, but ... also the concert ends late.””
Three students made suggestions with short utterances without explaining reasons. For instance,
Examinee 27 responded “konsaato no ato minna de oishii raamenya san ni ikoo ‘After the
concert, let’s go to a delicious ramen shop.’” Three examinees with a short response had a
relatively high ability (M = 1.29 logits). The remaining six responses were either partially or
entirely ambiguous or non-existent.

Table 100

Characteristics of Examinee Responses with Unexpected Scores Based on the Logit Scores for

Conversation Prompt D2

Average Logit

Characteristics of Examinee Response 9 >
! xami p " % Raw Score  Average Min  Max

Lower Score than Expected

Requires local knowledge for 1 1.0% 4.33 1.27 1.27  1.27
interpretation

Corrected the assumption of eating out I 1.0% 2.33 0.32 032 032
after the concert

Relevant but short response 3 2.9% 4.00 1.29 1.08  1.43
Partially ambiguous response 1 1.0% 2.00 1.08 1.08  1.08
Entirely ambiguous or no response 5 49% 0.87 —0.15 -0.37 0.16

Higher Score than Expected

Relevant and extended response 6 59% 4.67 —-0.39 -1.20  0.04
Relevant but short response 2 2.0% 4.17 -0.61 —0.70 —0.52

Total 19 18.6%

Notes. N =102. Each examinee received three scores (i.e., three raters) for the conversation
prompt. These three scores were averaged first to calculate the average score for each response
type. Examinee measures obtained from the MFRM that co-calibrated all four conversation
forms were used to calculate the average logit score.

Eight responses had noticeably higher scores than other responses made by examinees with

similar ability. Six of them were appropriately extended responses; these were made by
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examinees with a relatively low ability. Two responses were short responses made by examinees
with relatively low ability.

The results for D2 confirmed that suggestions with no explanation would be scored lower
as the scoring rubric specified. However, the suggestions without reasons made by some of the
examinees with relatively high ability indicate that elaborations of suggestions may be
considered interactionally optional. The results for D2 also revealed a potential issue with the
context surrounding D2. Depending on the relationship, context, and assumed or imagined
common understanding between speakers, the content of a suggestion and the amount of
justification may differ. Especially among close friends, speakers may keep the utterance short
and efficient. Nevertheless, in the AP Japanese exam, examinees who treated the speaking
participant as their close friend by simply making a suggestion with no rationale may receive
lower scores even when the task was set as a conversation between friends. Meanwhile,
examinees who treat the speaking participant as someone who does not share any background at
all receive higher scores. The randomness in scores for D2 may be explained by the use of
elaboration as an indicator of higher ability in the context of D2 and the general lack of
contextual information for Conversation D.

In summary, the results of the examination of the underfitting prompts support the
finding from the bias interaction analysis about the inapplicability of elaboration criterion as an
indicator of interpersonal communication skill for some types of prompts. Moreover, the results
also revealed some other issues that were more specific for each prompt. For A2, the scoring
standard could not accommodate alternative ways to respond to the prompt when different
interpretations of the prompts were possible. For C3, the target skill may differ depending on

how examinees answer the previous question. For D2, the insufficient contextual information
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seemed to cause examinees to imagine different interactional environments, which lead to a
different quality of responses. These factors may have contributed to the measurement error that
was not explained by the Rasch model and the bias interactions.

Summary of qualitative findings. The present study examined the quality of test tasks and
examinees’ language samples at the macro- and micro-levels to collect evidence for construct
validity and authenticity. With respect to construct validity, the analysis of the speech acts used
in the conversation prompts confirmed that skills targeted by the prompts matched with those
defined by the National Standard (1999), although prompts that targeted skills such as providing
information, descriptions, and opinions were dominant. However, the examination of the fit
between the content of the conversation prompts and the conversation rubric suggested that the
criteria of details, elaboration, and thoroughness may not be appropriate for some types of
prompts that consisted of phatic utterances, requests and invitations in a yes-no question format,
and personal preference questions with limited options. The examination of the quality and
quantity of examinees’ conversation responses from a discourse analytic perspective also
revealed that many examinees provided short but relevant responses to some of the non-
information-seeking prompts. In addition, a noticeable number of examinees produced partially
irrelevant responses to some of the non-information-seeking prompts. This again suggests that
the expectations set in the rubric may not be applicable to non-information-seeking prompts and
that forcing to apply the existing rubric may increase unneeded and irrelevant utterances in
examinees’ responses. Furthermore, the follow-up qualitative analyses of the MFRM examinee-
prompt bias interactions and underfitting prompts also revealed that some measurement error can
be explained by the fact that some examinees produced a short utterance regardless of their

ability level. These results provided supporting evidence that details, elaboration, and
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thoroughness is not an absolute or universal standard in measuring one’s interpersonal
communication skill. In other words, the AP Japanese conversation task has an issue with
construct validity because of the way that benchmarks for interpersonal communications are
operationalized in the scoring rubric.

The comparison of examinees’ language samples from the conversation and presentation
tasks provided mixed results. The analysis of syntactic complexity revealed that examinees used
statistically more adverbial subordinations for the conversation task and statistically more clause-
middle coordinations for the presentation task. No difference was found for embedded structures.
These results suggest that the conversation task elicited structurally more complex language
samples than the presentation task. The analysis of interactional moves found that the
conversation task elicited interactional moves from statistically more examinees than the
presentation task did. However, 40-70% of the examinees still did not make any interactional
moves in either tasks. The analysis of pragmatic particles revealed that only two out of four
conversation forms elicited the use of pragmatic particles from statistically more examinees than
the presentation task did. In particular, Conversation A was not functioning as well as other
conversation test forms in terms of eliciting interactional moves and pragmatic particles; it
consisted of three information-seeking prompts and one expressive prompt. The lack of a clear
difference in examinees’ performance for the two types of speaking tasks may be related to the
dominance of information-seeking questions in the conversation task. The results of performance
comparison did not provide conclusive evidence that the language samples from two different
types of speaking tasks were different; therefore, the evidence for construct validity is limited.
However, the results suggest that the exam may be able to elicit different types of language

samples by decreasing the number of information-seeking prompts.
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Regarding authenticity, the analyses of conversation prompts found some characteristics
and features commonly associated with spoken interactions and spoken language. However,
several issues were identified. First, the conversation task was heavily constructed around
information exchanges. Although non-information seeking prompts were included, there was a
mismatch between these types of prompts and the expectations set out in the scoring rubric. In
addition, the pre-task context descriptions were generally insufficient. Many partially irrelevant
utterances in examinees’ responses for B1 (a greeting and self-introduction) was clear evidence
of the lack of context. The content of some prompts also seemed unnatural or uncommon. The
lack of appropriate discourse moves such as response tokens and the higher proportions of
substantive IUs made some task a simple list of questions or requests. Moreover, the language
used in some of the conversation test forms was produced in a less fragmented manner and each
IU carried more referential information compared to naturally occurring conversations among L1
speakers. Thus, the qualitative analyses of the conversation prompts and examinees’
performance provided limited evidence for authenticity.

Survey Data Analyses

Examinees. The online survey (see Appendix C) was administered to the 111 examinees. The
demographic information of the examinees was reported earlier in the participant section in
Chapter 4. This section focuses on examinees’ responses to the Likert-scale items and open-
ended questions. Table 101 shows the results of three Likert-scale items regarding examinees’
daily computer use for communication. These three items used a 3-point scale: often, sometimes,
and never, which converted to 1, 0, and —1, respectively. Table 101 shows the survey items,

means (M), standard deviations (SD), and the numbers and proportions of each option.
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Table 101

Examinees’ Daily Computer Use for Communication

Often Sometimes Never

[tem M SD (%) (%) (%)
How often do you use a computer to make a 0.23 0.70 42 52 17
voice call or video call (e.g., Skype, LINE) in (37.8%) (46.8%) (15.3%)
your native language?
How often do you use a computer to make a —0.61 0.61 7 29 75
voice call or video call (e.g., Skype, LINE) in (6.3%) (26.1%) (67.6%)
Japanese?
Do you feel comfortable with talking to 0.33 0.61 45 58 8
someone through a computer using either a (40.5%) (53.3%) (7.2%)

voice call or video call function?
Note. N = 111. Often, sometimes, and never were converted to 1, 0, and —1, respectively, to
compute the average and standard deviation.

Most examinees (84.6%) responded that they often or sometimes use a computer to make a voice
call or video call in their native language. The proportion of examinees who responded that they
often or sometimes make a voice/video call in Japanese was only 32.4%. Regarding how
comfortable they feel about talking to someone through a computer, 40.5% of the examinees
responded that they often feel comfortable with it. While 53.3% of them responded that they
sometimes feel comfortable, 7.2% of the examinees responded that they never feel comfortable.
The results suggest that the act of talking to someone through a computer itself seems to be a
real-life language task for the majority of the examinees although they responded that they do
not engage in the task in Japanese. Meanwhile, the results also suggest that the act of talking
through a computer may still have some affective impact on many students.

Table 102 shows the results of five Likert-scale items regarding examinees’ opinion
about the test tasks. These items used a 5-point scale: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and

strongly disagree, which were converted to 2, 1, 0, —1, and —2 respectively. Table 102 shows the
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survey items, means (M), standard deviations (SD), and the numbers and proportions of each
option.
Table 102

Examinees’ Opinion about the Test Tasks

Ttem M Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree IS)tirS(;n%é}e/

Agree (%) (%) (%) (%) (%g)

Do you think the conversation 0.46 0091 7 58 27 15 3

tasks realistic? (6.4%)  (52.7%) (24.5%) (13.6%) (2.7%)

Do you think your performance  —0.01 1.09 6 36 29 29 10

during the conversation tasks (5.5%) (32.7%) (26.4%) (26.4%) (9.1%)

reflects your actual conversational

skill in Japanese??

Do you think the 0.45 094 6 60 25 13 5

presentation tasks were realistic?® (5.5%) (55.0%) (22.9%) (11.9%) (4.6%)

Do you think your performance  —0.03 1.06 6 32 33 29 9

during the presentation tasks (5.5%) (29.4%) (30.3%) (26.6%) (8.3%)

reflects your actual presentational

speaking skill?°

Do you think your performance 0.37 0.96 10 44 34 18 3

during the presentation tasks (9.2%) (40.4%) (31.2%) (16.5%)  (2.8)

reflects your actual knowledge
about Japanese culture?®

Note. Strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly agree were converted to 2, 1, 0, —1,
and —2, respectively, to computer the average and standard deviation.

AN =110.

PN =109.

The results of these Likert-scale items show the general tendencies among examinees. Overall,
examinees reported that the conversation tasks were somewhat realistic (M = 0.46); 59.1% of the
examinees selected strongly agree or agree. Nevertheless, they reported that their performance
during the conversation tasks did not reflect their actual conversational skill in Japanese very

well (M =—-0.01): only 38.2% of the examinees selected strongly agree or agree. As for the

presentation tasks, examinees reported that the presentation task was somewhat realistic (M =
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0.45); 60.5% of the examinees selected strongly agree or agree. Since the presentation tasks aim
to assess examinees’ cultural knowledge as well as their speaking skill, examinees were asked if
their performance during the presentation task reflected their speaking skill and their cultural
knowledge of Japan. They reported that their performance did not reflect their speaking skill
very much (M =—0.03), but it somewhat reflected their cultural knowledge of Japan (M = 0.37).
Only 35% of the examinees selected strongly agree or agree regarding presentational speaking
skill, while approximately 50% of them did so regarding cultural knowledge. Overall the results
indicated that examinees considered both conversation and presentation tasks as somewhat
realistic. This provides a piece of supporting evidence that delivering conversation and
presentation tasks on a computer is an acceptable test method for the majority of the test takers.
However, examinees also questioned if their performance in these tasks reflected their
conversational/presentational speaking skill.

In order to examine the rationales behind examinees’ choices for the Likert-scale items,
examinees’ responses to open-ended questions were examined. The open-ended questions asked
what they thought about talking to a computer for the conversation/presentation tasks and if any
of the conversation/presentation prompts were confusing or difficult to answer. Examinees also
answered an open-ended question (Why do you think so?) after each of the Liker-scale items
about the test tasks (see Appendix C). Since some of the questions were related, the responses to
the open-ended questions were grouped by task type for each examinee and their contents were
examined.

Table 103 shows the type of comments that examinees made about the conversation task,
the number of examinees, and their proportions. Note that the comments for the open-ended

questions reflect examinees’ first reaction and no follow-up interviews or surveys were
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conducted. Thus, the frequency of observation does not necessarily reflect the degree of

seriousness of the issue in question. The main purpose of the examinee survey was to collect

supplemental evidence for the various aspects of test usefulness.

Table 103

Examinees’ Comments for the Open-Ended Questions about the Conversation Task

Topic of Examinees’ Comments on the Conversation Task n %
Positive comment

The topics and contents were realistic/reasonable/relevant. 45 40.5
Less stressful or pressured to talk to a computer than to someone in person. 16 144
The speed and style of speech were natural. 9 8.1
The picture of the speaking participant helped make the task more realistic. 2 1.8
Negative comment

Awkward to talk a computer. 24 21.6
Had some difficulty in deciding the length/amount of responses to some prompts. 22 19.8
Some topics and contents were unrealistic. 19 17.1
The flow of the conversation was strange and did not reflect my responses. 16 144
Could not ask for a repetition and confirmation. 13 11.7
Speed of speech was too fast. 12 10.8
The 20-second response time was too short. 11 99
No reactions from the other speaking participant. 10 9.0
Lack of context 4 3.6
Having other examinees around made me nervous/self-conscious. 4 3.6
Not realistic to have a time limit. 3 27
Difficult not being able to use or see gestures/body language. 2 1.8
Others 19 17.1

Note. N=111. Two examinees did not write anything for all the open-ended questions.

The most frequent comments were related to the topics and content of the conversation task.

Forty-five (40.5%) examinees commented that they were realistic/reasonable/relevant. On the

other hand, 19 examinees (17.1%) commented that they were not realistic. Most of their

comments were general, as the following examples show:

Some of them I wouldn't imagine the questions to be like that and others seemed real

(Examinee 45).
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I think most real conversations do not have so much question and answer, especially
conversations between friends (Examinee 122).

Some examinees commented on a specific conversation task. For instance, one person explained
that Conversation A about a host family was not realistic because of its setting:
[Y]ou wouldn't have a choice in where to stay during foreign exchange (Examinee 58).
Six examinees mentioned that Conversation B was not realistic. Some comments were about the
setting, others were about the topic of trash and related actions:
One person asked me "I moved from Japan" for recycling part, he talked to me in
Japanese. So, I got confused. Why he asked me in Japanese? Usually, Japanese would try
to speak in English. So maybe he should have said "I moved from Kagoshima or
something. Somewhere inside Japan (Examinee 64).
I would never talk to my neighbor about recycling, and I would not have a one-on-one
conversation about anything with anyone. Normally there are more than two people

having a conversation (Examinee 113).

Some of them sounded realistic like the concert one. Others seemed like conversations
that wouldn't occur that often like the recycling and trash one (Examinee 84).

Because you usually don't ask people to help you with separating trash. (Examinee 58)
These comments indicate that some students were highly aware of the topics and contexts of the
conversation task and that not all conversation tasks were perceived as equally realistic by
examinees.

The next common topic was related to examinees’ affective reaction when talking to a
computer for the conversation tasks. While 16 examinees (14.4%) mentioned that talking to a
computer was less stressful and pressured compared to talking to someone face to face, 24
examinees (21.6%) mentioned that it was awkward to talk to a computer in general. Examinees

mentioned a variety of issues that may be potential sources of awkwardness. For instance, 22
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examinees (19.8%) mentioned that they had some difficulty in deciding the length or amount of
response to some prompts:
The last conversation prompt for each conversation was difficult only because we weren't
given anything to talk about. Saying goodbye to someone doesn't fill up the twenty
seconds so it was difficult to come up with something to say (Examinee 17).
I felt a little bit awkward because sometimes the prompt would be saying something
along the lines of "Goodbye! See you there!" and we would have to somehow come up

with a twenty second response (Examinee 27).

Some of the questions seemed like yes or no questions so it was difficult to elaborate to
fill the twenty seconds given (Examinee 22).

I felt that all the conversations prompts were manageable to answer, however, I had a
hard time trying to talk for the entire time (Examinee 33).

Questions that weren't asking a lot were hard because I didn't know what else to say in 20
seconds (Examinee 72).

Most of them were prompts that I could think of answers very quickly. Some were more

difficult because they didn't have just a yes or no answer, but it was just awkward idle

time spent of me stalling (Examinee 78).
These comments indicate that at least about 20% of the examinees felt awkwardness when
responding to some prompts such as expressive prompts (e.g., greetings) and prompts in a yes-no
format. Furthermore, their comments illustrate that examinees tend to think that they need to
keep talking for the entire time allotted regardless of the types of prompts. These comments
provide a piece of evidence that the task instruction (i.e., You should respond as fully and as
appropriately as possible.), scoring criteria (e.g., thoroughness, elaboration, and detail), and the
existence of the time limit affect how and how much examinees talk during the test task.

Some of the negative comments made by the examinees were related to the fact that the

prompts were pre-fixed. Six teen examinees (14.4%) mentioned that the flow of the conversation

was strange because it did not reflect their responses. The following comments are the examples:
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All of the conversation prompts were fine. It's just it felt weird sometimes that I would
have to say the same things that I said in the previous question sometimes (Examinee 92).

They were asking questions that would be a part of a conversation of the topic, but it
doesn't flow like a conversation because the prompts are set and won't change based on
the response you give (Examinee 28).

It was really hard since it wasn't a real person so even if you asked questions, the person
on the computer would move onto to the next subject, so it was weird (Examinee 45).
Thirteen examinees (11.7%) mentioned that the conversation task was not realistic and their
performance during the task did not reflect their conversational ability because the test format
did not allow them to ask for repetitions or ask confirmation questions, as illustrated in the
following quotes:
I did not like it, because it did not mimic a real conversation. In real life, we have more
than 20 seconds to respond, and we can ask for clarification. In addition, you cannot ask
questions and respond casually back and forth with a computer (Examinee 113).
It was hard to answer because I felt like I was not really interacting with a person. Real
people don't ask a question and then remain silent for 20 seconds. I couldn't ask them
follow-up questions because they were not really responding to me. Also, it was hard
because if [ missed something, I could not ask a clarifying question, so I just had to come
up with an answer I thought might fit (Examinee 118).
Ten examinees (9%) mentioned that no reaction from the other speaking participant was an issue
as illustrated in the following quotes:
There wasn't realistic aizuchi and our conversation didn't flow realistically since the
questions were already planned. However, the questions didn't seem forced or random,
and were well thought out (Examinee 8§3).
I thought that talking to the computer was a little hard because I couldn't think of things
to make up to say. It was also hard talking to a computer because you expect to see a
reaction coming from the person you are talking to. You then base on what you will say
next on their reaction (Examinee 11).

These comments indicate that inflexibility of the conversation prompts was one factor for the

awkwardness of the conversation task. This issue is very difficult to tackle due to technological
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limitations; however, as Examinee 83°s comment shows, some improvements are still possible
such as adding more aizuchi or reactive tokens to the prompts to make the conversation prompt
more authentic. Moreover, Examinee 83’s comment indicate that some test takers can notice the
existence or lack of reactive tokens and it may influence their general perception of the
conversation task.

Lastly, some examinees mentioned the lack of context for the conversation task:

I found it difficult when the questions were very short and said quickly because they
didn't have much context to process what they were saying (Examinee 32).

The conversation task involving a friend asking about what he should wear to a concert
was confusing since the context as to the type of concert was not provided. ... I don't
think that any sort of 'timed conversation' is realistic, but I think that the prompts could be
improved by providing more context as to what is being said. The vagueness of the
prompts made it sometimes difficult to decide on something to say (Examinee 17).
Ones involving the focus on an imaginary time and event, because then I would have to
had created a specific event in mind and use that event in the circumstance in which the
conversation is going. Too much thought and I lose the train of the session and end up
derailed (Examinee 69).
Although only four examinees (3.6%) reported this issue, their comments should not be ignored.
They provide a piece of supportive evidence that the lack of context affects how examinees
perceive the conversation task and how they perform during the task.

Table 104 shows the types of comments that examinees frequently made about the

presentation task, the number of examinees, and their proportions.
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Table 104

Examinees’ Comments for the Open-Ended Questions about the Presentation Task

Topic of Examinees’ Comments on the Conversation Task n %
Positive comment

The topics were appropriate. 32 28.8%
Less stressful or pressured to present to a computer than to a live audience. 26 23.4%
Felt more prepared because of the preparation time. 11 9.9%

Negative comment

My lack of cultural knowledge. 69 62.2%

The preparation time was short. 32 28.8%

Concerned if some cultural topics were an appropriate to assess my cultural 0
27 243%

knowledge.

Coming up with 5 points or aspect was hard/too much. 12 10.8%
The presentation time was short. 11 9.9%
The context and setting of the presentation were not realistic. 6 5.4%
Having other examinees around made me nervous/self-conscious. 6 5.4%
[ did not understand what “aspect” meant and what to talk about. 5 45%
Awkward to talk a computer. 5 45%
Others 10 9.0%

Note. N=111. Two examinees did not write anything for all the open-ended questions.

The most common comments were about their lack of cultural knowledge (62.2%). While some
examinees simply acknowledged that they did not have enough knowledge to talk about the
assigned topics, others expressed that the lack of cultural knowledge prohibited them from
showing their language skill:

I don't know if it reflects my actual presentational speaking skill because the problem was that I
didn't know what to talk about, not how to talk about it (Examinee 31).

The perceived gap between the levels of language skill and cultural knowledge seems to explain
the difference in their responses to the Likert-scale items in Table 102.
The next common comments were about the appropriateness of the presentation topic.

While 32 examinees (28.8%) mentioned that the presentation topics were appropriate, 27
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examinees (24.3%) doubted if the presentation topics could assess their cultural knowledge of
Japan. The following quotes are the examples of the latter perspective:

The Japanese culture is so vast that it is a hit or miss when getting dealt a culture question
(Examinee 2).

Japanese celebrities seemed like an odd topic to approach, and something that little
presentations are done on. The cultural events one seemed more realistic. ... I think there
are a lot more topics in Japanese culture to cover that weren't represented by these
prompts. (Examinee 37).

Japanese culture is such a broad topic that it's hard to gain an accurate representation of
one's knowledge about it through a handful of prompts. I felt pretty weak about the
knowledge required for these specific prompts, but if [ were asked a different set of
prompts about different aspects of culture that I may have studied more in class, etc. I

would have felt a lot stronger (Examinee 73).

We learn a lot about Japanese customs, department stores, food, etc. However, toys and

famous people were such specific topics, so it does not reflect my actual knowledge

about Japanese culture (Examinee 26).

Above comments illustrate that some cultural topics were perceived as more specific and
atypical by the examinees. Providing students a clear construct definition of culture in the
context of the AP Japanese exam may help to alleviate this situation.

The next common topics were related to the time and amount of information to present.
Thirty-two examinees (28.8%) raised the issue of the shortness of the preparation time as a
reason to say that the presentation task was not realistic to them. Eleven examinees (9.9%)
mentioned that the presentation time was too short. Twelve examinees (10.8%) mentioned that
coming up with five aspects was too hard or too much, as the following quotes illustrate:

I think it's unrealistic to ask for five different points in such a short amount of time and I

think it's unrealistic to ask American students about less known aspects of Japanese

culture without any type of preparation/research beforehand (Examinee 32).

None of the presentation prompts were confusing, but they were difficult for me to

answer, especially the one about famous Japanese people. This is because I never really
studied "famous Japanese people" as such. I only encountered them in separate units from
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one another. As such, I was unable to think of five different people, especially under a
time crunch (Examinee 122).

Moreover, five examinees (4.5%) mentioned that they did not quite understand what “aspect”
meant and what to talk about during the presentation task as the following quotes illustrate:
One presentation was difficult because it was unclear what the prompt meant by "aspect"
or "example." To me, these are two very different things, and so I didn't know whether to
talk about aspects and characteristics or specific examples. I decided to talk about aspects
and characteristics, but I found it quite difficult (Examinee 30).
The one which asked 5 famous Japanese people and 5 Japanese annual events were
difficult because I mostly only know faces of famous people, not names. I also wasn't
sure when the question asked Japanese annual events if it had to be something that was
special to japan or if it could just be any annual event/holiday such as Christmas
(Examinee 36).
In addition to the general lack of cultural knowledge, the limited preparation/presentation time,
the expectation of presenting five aspects, and unclear definition of aspects seem to put a lot of
pressure on the examinees.
Next, six examinees (5.4%) mentioned that the context and setting of the presentation not
realistic:
Because I do not think I would present Japanese products in Japanese if my audience
were Japanese, as they probably already know, or if they were, for example, Americans
who probably don’t know Japanese (Examinee 111).
Talking to a computer made the presentation tasks easier than they perhaps should have
been. For most people, it's much easier to present when no real people are listening. If the
presentation tasks are meant to assess presentation skills, an actual audience would make
the assessment more realistic. Apart from that, speaking to a computer for the

presentations did not present any issues for me (Examinee 28).

I don't think that there will be a time for me (other than school) to present in Japan
(Examinee 4).

In the AP Japanese exam, the test directs test takers, saying/writing “Imagine that you are

making an oral presentation to your Japanese class.” The simulated test used in the present study
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also showed the same direction. Yet some students reported that they imagined a very different
setting. This type of issue may be solved by having a picture of a student audience. Currently, no
image is shown during the presentation and test takers only see the directions, topic, and timer.
However, having an image of potential classmates as an audience may help students imagine the
situation set by the test developer. In addition, it may alleviate the awkwardness during the
presentation task as Examinee 28’s comments above and the following quote illustrate:

The presentation tasks are more difficult. You stare at a blank screen for 2 minutes
instead of an actual audience, which can affect one's speaking performance (Examinee 8).

Lastly, only five examinees (4.5%) mentioned that it was awkward to talk to a computer for the
presentation task as opposed to 24 examinees (21.5%) for the conversation task. Delivering the
presentation test task on a computer seems to be an accepted method for most test takers.

The results of the examinee survey indicate that ‘having a conversation’ on a computer
seemed somewhat accepted by the examinees; however, their comments also highlighted a
variety of issues including (a) atypical topics, contexts, and content of the prompts, (b) the lack
of contextual information for some of the conversation tasks, (c) the expected amount of
response for some of the prompts including greeting and yes-no questions, and (d) the lack of
reactive tokens in the prompt. Similarly, the results of the examinee survey indicate that speech
presentation on a computer seemed accepted by most examinees; however, their comments
raised some issues such as (a) the lack of a clear definition of culture and its aspects, (b) the
information load in such a limited time, and (c) the lack of affordances making the context of the
presentation clearer and more realistic.

Raters. A total of six raters participated in the rater survey (see Appendix D). Raters 1-3 were

those who were assigned to the conversation task; Raters 4—6 were those who were assigned to

297



the conversation task. The survey consisted of Likert-scale items and open-ended questions. The
Likert-scale items were on a 5-point scale: strongly agree (SA), agree (A), neutral, disagree (D),
and strongly disagree (SD), which were converted to 2, 1, 0, —1, and —2, respectively, to
calculate the average and standard deviation. Raters were given a choice of language in
answering the open-ended questions; all raters answered them in Japanese.

Table 105 shows conversation raters’ responses to the Likert-scale items asking if raters
think that the conversation prompts elicited enough speech samples from examinees for them to
assign scores with confidence. The average values show that all three raters responded positively
to most of the survey items. In addition, all raters agreed that overall the conversation prompts
elicited enough speech samples to assign a score. In the follow-up open-ended question, Raters 2
and 3 reported that the language samples helped them in separating test takers with differing
levels of interpersonal communication skill. Rater 1 explained that she did not select strongly
agree because examinees could get points by chance for some prompts such as yes-no questions.
For the individual prompts, Rater 1 selected strongly agree for all the items except A4 and D4,
for which she selected agree. Rater 2 also selected either agree or strongly agree for all the items.
Rater 3 also selected mostly agree or strongly agree; however, she selected disagree for A4 and
D4. In the follow-up question, Rater 3 explained that test takers could make a short response to

A4 and D4, but it seemed hard to elaborate the response.
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Table 105

Conversation Raters’ Responses to the Likert-Scale Items

Items Rater 1 Rater 2Rater 3

Do you think that overall conversation prompts elicited enough speech A A A
sample from students for you to assign scores with confidence?
Do you think that each of the following prompts elicited enough speech
sample from students to assign scores with confidence?
Al BRDFEA 77— ETIIFE EABTREAVNNTYT  SA A SA

Do
A2 VOO WNWDETHR—LRATA LTZWTT D, A SA  SA
A3H, Z2TID, RALTZ77I—EEABRIEALIZVWTT A, SA A SA

Ad DY FEFLT, Lo, ABEEZRVWWERRA N7 72 U—2820F A A D
FIh o, HEI-HLHAREBEOMEIER > TETL 7230,

Bl &, ZIL®HF LT, HADLGEICSIBL TE/hNTY, E5F L SA A A
ALLBREWLET,

B2H»n>5. BBHIFTIOHTT L, ZOBTIZIIEAYS A2 SA SA  SA
ED. EDLTWBATIT D,

B3HDS5, 5ObICa—TDEEERANDT-LESAHDLATTIFE, SA SA A
ol U AL LA NWNTL &£ 9D

B4Z%5TCTdh, D, HLLTENIE, BBH, II2HTE, bro& SA SA A
Fzo>THLboWEWATIITFE - - - -

Cloo27DRI T AT EFHOZ ERALITE, REODZFS5 %235 SA  SA A
DENFEDMBEFE>THITEDEES>HBIZTB?

C2EHBE—[ETAHIEIIHESTHARITE, AEBOMFAEFICZLELE DA, SA SA SA

C3 zEH EFEAVLDIFES LT? SA A SA
C4 L, SEDOIZTDI—T4 7T, SaELILIEEHALITE SA A SA
ZT<N5?

DI £BEHo Y — AR E, Ty VYV EY—VXTULWLWAAE? SA SA SA
FNELTAH—TILEBROAN LA ?

D2&H. 5, #NT, A=+, ETITBNITION? SA A SA

D3 &EZAT, v —FrDBALL D B h H—FEIZIT>T< SA A A
NN 7D

D4ElEHD DY — FELAITR, HD{H{T DL, SA A D

Average 1.82 1.41 1.29
SD 039 051 0.99

Note. Strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly agree were converted to 2, 1, 0, -1,
and -2, respectively, to computer the average and standard deviation.

Raters 1-3 were also asked about their opinion about the scoring rubric and procedures.
Rater 2 responded that the holistic scoring rubric was appropriate for the task. On the other hand,
Rater 3 mentioned that it was hard to set concrete criteria for each score level for different

prompts. Rater 1 responded that the rubric was easy to use but not enough scoring samples were
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provided and the scoring criteria was unclear for the present study. Rater 1 further explained that
for the actual scoring for the AP Japanese exam, a Question Leader sets a very concrete standard
for each conversation prompt and he or she prepares several scoring samples for each scoring
level. In the present study, the researcher provided only one or two scoring samples for each
score level for each prompt since few scoring samples were publicly accessible. Therefore,
insufficient rater training and limited scoring samples was one of the limitations of the present
study.

In the last comment section, Rater 1 wrote that the conversation task should not ask two
things in one prompt in addition to yes-no questions. Furthermore, she suggested that four
prompts should not be scored separately by different raters. She mentioned that raters should
listen to responses to all four prompts together and assign a score in order to make the
conversation prompt more realistic; otherwise some test takers may repeat the same response
during one conversation, and it is not realistic.

The results of the conversation rater survey suggest that most conversation prompts
elicited enough language samples for raters to separate test takers by their language skill and
assign scores. However, some expressive prompts such as A4 and D4 and prompts in a yes-no
format might have had some issues in this area. In other words, the descriptors in the existing
rubric may not fit well for these prompts and the expectations set in the rubric may not be
realistic.

Table 106 shows the presentation raters’ responses to the Likert-scale items asking if the
presentation prompts elicited enough speech sample from test takers for them to assign scores

(see Appendix D).
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Table 106

Presentation Raters’ Responses to the Likert-Scale Items

Items Rater 4Rater 5Rater 6

Do you think that overall presentation prompts elicited enough speech A A A
sample from students for you to assign scores with confidence?

Do you think that each of the following prompts elicited enough speech

sample from students to assign scores with confidence?

A: Famous JP people A A A
B Annual JP cultural events A A A
Average 1 1 1

SD 0 0 0

All three raters selected agree for all the items. For the follow-up question, Rater 4 explained that
famous Japanese people and annual cultural events were easy topics to talk about and that the
two-minute speech reflected their knowledge of vocabulary, grammar, and expressions. Rater 6
explained that both were familiar topics for high school students and that they did not require
specialized knowledge such as that of science or politics.

Raters 4—-6 were also asked about their opinion about the scoring rubric and procedures.
Rater 5 reported that she did not encounter any issues or difficulty in using the rubric since she
has been trained with this rubric for many years. Rater 4 did not report any issue with the rubric,
but she did mention that it was difficult to be consistent especially because many presentations
made by students in Hawaii referred to something specific to Hawai‘i, which she did not know.
Rater 5 and 6 have taught Japanese in Hawai‘i in the past. This explains why only Rater 4 had
this issue. Rater 4 also mentioned that she was surprised by the diversity of presentations under
the same topic. Rater 6 mentioned the lack of criteria specific to the prompt. Like Rater 1’s
comment for the conversation task, Rater 6 explained that the AP Japanese rater training

provides prompt specific criteria that are set by Question Leaders and Table Leaders who
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examine some response samples. Since the present study did not provide prompt specific criteria,
Rater 6 was concerned that the scoring would become a subjective judgement.

The results of the presentation rater survey revealed that the selection of the presentation
topic was perceived as appropriate by raters. However, inadequate rater training and limited

scoring samples was again raised as a limitation of the present study.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

This section integrates the results of the quantitative, qualitative, and survey analyses and
discusses the findings in relation to the research questions. The overarching goal of the present
study is to evaluate how useful speaking tasks of the AP Japanese exam are to make valid
inferences on test takers’ oral proficiency and to make decisions based on their exam scores.
Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness model was used as a theoretical framework to
collect a variety of evidence to discuss the degree of the AP Japanese exam’s usefulness.
Bachman and Palmer (1996) propose six aspects of test usefulness: reliability, construct validity,
authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and practicality. Among them the present study particularly
focused on reliability, construct validity, and authenticity. Since the six test usefulness factors
are closely related to each other, however, the interaction of test usefulness factors will also be
discussed.

Reliability
Research Question 1-1: How reliable are speaking test task scores?

Reliability concerns the consistency or stability of measurement. Various factors can be
threats to the reliability of test scores from a performance assessment. The present study
investigated the reliability of test forms, test items, and raters for two types of speaking tasks on
the AP Japanese exam using a variety of quantitative and qualitative techniques. There were
three raters for each task type. The test simulation in the present study included four sets (a total

of 16 prompts) of conversation task and two sets of presentation task.
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Conversation task. Four AP Japanese conversation test forms used for the test simulation in the
present study generally showed a relatively high degree of reliability. Under the classical testing
theory (CTT), Cronbach’s alphas, which is an index for the internal consistency reliability of a
scale, for Conversations A—D were .893, .878, .896, and .892, respectively. A series of
generalizability studies (G-studies) found that persons (examinees) accounted for the majority of
score variance ranging from 53.7 to 77.86%. The reliability of examinee separation indices for
Conversations A—D from the Many-faced Rasch measurement (MFRM) analyses

were .94, .94, .90, and .91, respectively, which were all very high. In addition, the average
correlation coefficient between pairs of the ability logits obtained for each conversation test form
was high (» = .842), indicating invariance of the person ability measures. These results show that
the four conversation test forms examined in the present study were generally highly reliable
norm-referenced tests. The results of the MFRM analyses showed that the amount of
measurement error was larger at the top and bottom of the ability logit scale. This indicates that
the degree of reliability of test scores was different depending on the examinees’ ability level.
The test scores for examinees with a middle-range ability were much more reliable than those for
examinees with a high- or low-range ability due to the difference in the number of test items
targeting different ability levels.

The AP Japanese exam uses a new set of prompts every year for the free-response
sections. Therefore, the year-by-year comparability of test forms is another concern related to
reliability. Under CTT, means, variances, and correlations were compared across four
conversation test forms to investigate the parallel-form reliability. The four conversation test

forms had statistically equal variance and equally high correlations among themselves; however,
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their raw mean scores were not statistically equal. The results of the G-studies found that the test
form was the second largest source of error after examinees in both p X fx randp xi:fx r
designs, suggesting that the test forms contributed to the unreliability of raw test scores
substantially. The form measurement report from the MFRM analysis revealed that the four
conversation test forms were statistically different in difficulty and that Conversation C was an
underfit (infit z-standard = 5.2), meaning that the examinees’ score pattern in Conversation C
showed some randomness and that it was different from the Rasch model. The year-to-year
comparability of test forms was also qualitatively examined for authenticity. A total of eight
aspects were examined for 11 conversation test forms used as the AP Japanese exam in the past:
(a) pre-task context description, (b) content of the prompts, (c) fit with the rubric, (d) cognitive
functions, (e) fragmentality, (f) syntactic complexity, (g) speech acts, and (h) discourse moves. It
was found that some test forms (e.g., 2012 and 2013) lacked considerably more evidence of
authenticity than others. For instance, the dominance of information-seeking questions and the
lack of appropriate discourse structures and moves made certain sets of conversation prompts
more like a simple list of questions rather than a conversational interaction. This suggests that the
evidence of year-by-year comparability (i.e., test form reliability) is limited and that the
inconsistent degree of construct representation and authenticity among test forms may contribute
to measurement error.

The raters for the conversation task generally exhibited a high degree of reliability. The
CTT analysis found that the intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were .871 across 16
prompts. This indicates the reliability of any one prompt rated by any one rater is high, although

the results cannot be generalized to different samples. From generalizability theory analyses, the
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results of all the generalizability studies (G-studies) showed that raters accounted for a very
small amount of variance ranging from 0 to 1.55% and that the standard errors of estimates were
also very small, although the results were sample specific. The results of Many-facet Rasch
measurement showed that the exact rater agreement was 53.7%, where the Rasch model only
expected it to be 31.4%. The rater measurement report revealed that the raters’ difference in
severity was consistent though it was small in logit scores. The rater measurement report also
found that Rater 1 was an underfit (infit z-standard = 2.4), meaning that her rating patterns
showed some randomness. These results suggest that conversation raters were relatively self-
consistent and that the (inter-) rater reliability of the AP Japanese conversation task is relatively
high. However, the small difference in rater severity consistently existed; therefore, it still
contributed to measurement error in the present study. The consistent severity difference among
the three raters may be due to the limited amount of rater training and scoring samples in the
present study.

With respect to test items, the CTT analysis found that the ICCs for the individual
prompts ranged from .766 to .920. Most prompts had ICCs above .800, while two prompts (i.e.,
A2 and B1) had ICCs between .750 and .800. This indicates that the reliability of any one prompt
rated by any one rater was reasonable, yet the it showed a considerable difference among
prompts. The results of the G-studies found that the examinee-by-prompt interaction was the
second largest variance component after examinees. This means that the examinees’ relative
standings were different across prompts, therefore it contributed considerably to measurement
error. The prompt measurement report from the MFRM analysis found that four prompts (i.e.,

A2, C3, C4, and D2) were underfits, meaning that many examinees’ scores for these four

306



prompts were very different from the expected scores based on the Rasch model. Furthermore,
the bias analysis found that the examinee-prompt interactions accounted for approximately 27%
of the score variance. A clear pattern of bias was found for five prompts (i.e., Al, A4, B1, D4,
and D4). The follow-up qualitative analyses for these prompts suggested two possible sources of
measurement error. The first issue is the mismatch between the expectations set in the scoring
rubric and the nature of communicative acts realized by the prompts. In the AP Japanese
conversation task, details, elaboration, and thoroughness is treated as a common criterion
regardless of the prompt type. Nevertheless, this criterion may not be applicable for some type of
prompts related to phatic communion, simple requests, simple personal preferences, and simple
facts, and the like. in real life. This illustrates that the issue of construct validity and authenticity
is closely tied to the reliability of test items. Two issues identified here will be discussed further
in the following sections.

The present study conducted decision studies (D-studies) under the generalizability
theory in addition to G-studies. The greatest appeal of a D-study is being able to simulate what
happen would happen to the reliability of the test when the number of raters and test items
change and when a different test design is adopted in the universe of generalization. The present
study simulated the changes in generalizability coefficients of the conversation task with three
test designs: (a) all examinees receive the same set of test items and all the responses are scored
by the same raters (p x I X R), (b) all examinees receive the same set of test items, but their
responses are scored by different raters (p % (R : 1)), and (c) examinees receive a different set of
test items, but their responses are rated by the same raters (p x (1 : F) X R). Regarding the

conversation prompts, generalizability coefficients were obtained for 1-6 prompts. Since the

307



College Board currently assigns only one rater for each response, generalizability coefficients
were obtained for 1-2 raters. The effect of the number of raters turned out to be very small in the
current universe of generalization; therefore, one rater per response seems to be reasonable. With
respect to the number of prompts, its effect became less obvious after four prompts in all three
designs, where the lowest generalizability coefficient was .822.

In summary, the present study found that the reliability of the AP Japanese conversation
task is relatively high. Furthermore, the current test design with four conversation prompts and
one (different) rater per response is confirmed to be a very reasonable choice. A relatively high
level of reliability could be achieved with the level of rater training and rater quality for the
present study. A few possible sources of measurement error were identified through the
qualitative examinations of the data. Making improvements in these areas may be able to
increase the level of reliability even higher.

Cultural perspective presentation task. The two AP Japanese presentation test forms used for
the test simulation in the present study generally showed a relatively high degree of reliability. A
series of generalizability studies (G-studies) found that persons (examinees) accounted for the
majority of score variance ranging from 67 to 77%. The reliability of examinee separation
indices from the MFRM analyses for Presentations A and B were .93 and 95, which were very
high. In addition, the average correlation coefficient between pairs of the ability logits obtained
for the two presentation test forms was high (» = .805), indicating invariance of the person ability
measures. These results show that the two presentation test forms examined in the present study
were generally highly reliable norm-referenced tests. The results of the MFRM analyses showed

that the amount of measurement error was larger at the top and bottom of the ability logit scale
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because there was only one test item. This indicates that the degree reliability of test scores was
different depending on the examinees’ ability level.

Regarding the year-by-year comparability of test forms/prompts, the raw score means,
variances, and a correlation were examined under CTT to investigate the parallel-form reliability.
The two presentation test forms had statistically equal means and variances; however, the
correlation between the two forms were only moderate (» = .540). The results of the G-studies
found that the test form/prompt had minimal contribution to the score variance and measurement
error; however, the examinee-by-form interactions accounted for 9.73% of the score variance.
The form measurement report from the MFRM analysis revealed that the two presentation test
forms had the same level of difficulty and both forms had acceptable infit z-standard values.
Moreover, the bias analyses found only a few instances of significant bias and no pattern of bias
interactions. These results suggest that test forms/prompts seem to have a relatively small
influence on the inconsistency of presentation test scores.

The raters for the presentation task generally exhibited a moderately high degree of
reliability. The CTT analysis found that the intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were .767
across the two presentation prompts. This indicates that the reliability of any one prompt rated by
any one rater is moderate, although the results cannot be generalized to different samples. From a
generalizability theory perspective, the results of all generalizability studies (G-studies) showed
that raters accounted for a noticeable amount of variance ranging from 1.38 to 8.68%. The results
of the Many-facet Rasch measurement showed that the exact rater agreement was 37.0%, where
the Rasch model expected it to be 38.6%. The rater measurement report revealed that the

difference in rater severity was consistent and was up to 1 logit. The rater measurement report
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found that none of the raters were underfits. These results suggest that presentation raters were
self-consistent, but their severity differed significantly; this was one of the sources of
measurement error. Thus, the (inter-) rater reliability of the AP Japanese presentation task was
moderate. In the rater survey, the presentation raters mentioned that the present study did not
provide prompt specific scoring standards or sufficient scoring samples. They also mentioned
that they were concerned with the consistency of their ratings. Therefore, the consistent and
significant severity difference among three raters may be due to the limited amount of rater
training and scoring samples in the present study.

The present study conducted D-studies by changing the number of raters from 1 to 3 and
the number of prompts from 1 to 3 in the universe of generalization. The present study simulated
the changes in generalizability coefficients for the presentation task with two test designs: (a) all
examinees receives the same set of presentation prompts and all the responses are scored by the
same raters (p x F' x R) and (b) all examinees receive the same set of presentation prompts, but
their responses are scored by different raters (p x (R : F)). The results of the two D-studies
showed similar trends in generalizability coefficients. The effect of the numbers of raters turned
out to be less obvious after two raters. The effect of the number of presentation prompts became
less obvious after two prompts. In both test designs, the generalizability coefficients of the
presentation task with any design can reach .800 with two prompts with two raters. With one
prompt and one rater per response, the reliability would only be moderate.

In summary, the present study found that the reliability of the AP Japanese presentation
task is moderate. Furthermore, it was found that the current AP Japanese exam design with one

presentation prompt and one (different) rater per response can achieve only a moderate level of
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reliability. However, increasing the number of presentation prompts and raters seems impractical
due to limited human and financial resources. In order to increase the level of reliability of the
presentation task, possible sources of measurement error must be identified. One of the possible
sources of error identified in the present study was the difference in rater severity. Therefore,
rater behaviors should be examined more closely. In addition, the present study only simulated
two prompts, so simulation of more presentation prompts may help identify other sources of
measurement error.
Construct Validity
Research Question 1-2: To what extent do the two types of speaking tasks actually measure what
they are designed to measure?

Construct validity under Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test usefulness model concerns
“the extent to which we can interpret a given test score as an indicator of the ability(ies), or
construct(s), we want to measure” (p. 21). Their test usefulness model proposes that construct
validity of test score interpretations should be considered in two aspects: a construct definition
and test task characteristics. The aspect of construct definition concerns the following issues: (a)
the clarity of construct definition, (b) the relevance and representativeness of test content, (c)
theoretical rationales for the observed response consistency, and (d) “the fidelity of the scoring
structure to the structure of the construct domain at issue” (Messick, 1995, p. 745). The aspect of
test task characteristics concerns the correspondence between the test tasks and the TLU tasks
and the correspondence between the language performance in test tasks and non-test language

use. The second issue is related to authenticity and will be discussed in the next section.
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Construct definition. Bachman and Palmer (1996) argue that a construct should be defined
clearly and unambiguously. The AP Japanese exam targets high school students who have
received Japanese instruction that corresponds to approximately 300 hours of college-level
instruction. The AP Japanese Development Committee referred to the Standards for Foreign
Language Learning in the 21st Century (National Standards in Foreign Language Education
Project, 1999) to define what type of skills the AP Japanese Exam should target; they referred to
the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages,
2012) to define the criteria for students’ performance. The AP Japanese conversation task is
designed to measure students’ interpersonal communication skills; students “engage in
conversations, provide and obtain information, express feelings and emotions, and exchange
opinions” (National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, 1999, p. 42). The cultural
perspective presentation task is designed to measure students’ presentational skills; students
“present information, concepts, and ideas to an audience of listeners or readers on a variety of
topics” (p. 45). The National Standards state that ‘[l]earners of Japanese language need to learn
about both traditional and contemporary culture. Standards view culture through the lenses of the
practices, products and perspectives of a people.’ (p. 340). Students are expected to demonstrate
their understanding of the relationship between the practices/product and perspectives of
Japanese culture. The target level of proficiency is the Intermediate-Low to Intermediate-Mid
range in the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (ACTFL, 2012). The guidelines explain that
speakers at the Intermediate-Mid level can handle familiar topics related to their daily life
including “self, family, home, daily activities, interests and personal preferences, as well as

physical and social needs, such as food, shopping, travel, and lodging” (p. 7); they can combine

312



“known elements and conversational input to produce responses typically consisting of sentences
and strings of sentences” (p. 7). Speakers at the Intermediate-High level can handle
“uncomplicated tasks and social situations requiring an exchange of basic information related to
their work, school, recreation, particular interests, and areas of competence” (p. 7); they can
“narrate and describe in all major time frames using connected discourse of paragraph length, but
not all the time” (p. 7). With respect to the theoretical framework, the College Board does not
mention any particular theory of language competence. The literature review and document
analysis collectively suggest that the constructs for the AP Japanese conversation and
presentation tasks are relatively clearly defined.

Content representativeness. The second aspect of construct validity is related to the
representativeness of the test content. The present study found both positive and negative
evidence for this aspect. First, the AP Japanese exam aims to measure more than one dimensions
of oral proficiency (i.e., interpersonal and presentational skill) by employing the conversation
and presentation task. In contrast, most other computer-based language tests target only
presentational skill using monologic tasks. In this sense, the speaking section of the AP Japanese
exam has better representation of oral proficiency than other computer-based language tests. For
the conversation task, the topics used in the test tasks were mostly related to high school students’
daily life, as specified in the ACTFL guidelines, although some topics seem more common than
others. The situations included talking with a variety of people including friends, foreign
exchange students, a study-abroad coordinator, and so forth. The speech acts realized by the
conversation prompts showed some variation including information questions, requests,

invitations, greetings, thanking, expressing feelings, and encouragement. Nonetheless, some
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negative evidence was found. About half of the conversation tasks took the form of a somewhat
formal interview while the other half took the form of mundane conversation. Furthermore, the
conversation prompts were dominated by questions that seek information, descriptions, and
opinions across test forms. This suggests that the AP Japanese conversation task emphasizes
one’s information exchange ability, primarily based on grammatical competence, which is only a
part of the interpersonal communication skill. Other types of competence such as sociolinguistic
competence (Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1972), pragmatic competence (Bachman, 1990),
and interactional competence (J. K. Hall, 1993; J. K. Hall & Pakarek Doehler, 2011; Young,
1999, 2008, 2011) did not receive much attention in the exam. Therefore, the construct of an oral
interpersonal communication skill is often underrepresented in the AP Japanese conversation
task.

For the presentation task, eleven topics used in the past exam included both traditional
and contemporary culture and they seem to be common topics in the Japanese classroom, as the
raters mentioned. However, some topics like annual events seem easier than others for
incorporating three aspects of culture into the presentation. For some topics such as famous
people and toys/games, it seems harder to go beyond a list of products/people by bringing in
practices and perspectives. This observation is consistent with the comments in the examinee
survey. This suggests that some presentation topics are not well suited to measure what the exam
is designed to measure.

Theoretical rationales for the observed response consistencies. The third aspect of construct
validity in the test usefulness model is related to the substantive aspect of construct validity

proposed by Messick (1989a, 1995). This aspect concerns to what extent the theoretical
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rationales can account for the observed response consistency. The present study collected a
variety of evidence from both qualitative and quantitative analyses and found both positive and
negative evidence for the substantive aspect of the construct validity. First, the results of the G-
studies found that persons (examinees) accounted for the majority of score variance for both type
of tasks ranging 53-78%. In addition, the MFRM’s examinee separation reliability indices were
all very high ranging from .90 to .95. The majority of prompts also showed good infit statistics,
indicating that the observed response patterns fit the Rasch model. Furthermore, the influence of
raters onto the test score was found to be small for both types of tasks. This suggests that the
observed response consistencies can generally be explained by the target construct in both types
of tasks.

Meanwhile, some negative evidence was found for the substantial aspect of construct
validity. First, the MFRM analyses found that the response patterns for Conversation C,
Conversation Prompts A2, C3, C4, and D2 deviated from the Rasch model. Next, the G-studies
found that 23-27% of the score variance for the conversation task was due to the examinee-by-
prompt interaction. The MFRM bias analyses confirmed a clear pattern of significant bias for
five out of sixteen conversation prompts in the simulated exam. The follow-up qualitative
analyses of these conversation prompts suggest that the inconsistency in test responses may be
related to the mismatch between the scoring criteria and the nature of prompts and the lack of
contextual information. The issue of rubric will be discussed in the next section; the lack of
context will be discussed in relation to authenticity.

In addition to the quantitative analyses, the present study conducted the qualitative

analysis of the substantial aspect of construct validity. Since the two types of speaking tasks are
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designed to measure different dimensions of speaking ability under different conditions, the
quality of language and language use are expected to show some difference. For instance, the
conversation task involves examinees and another interlocutor. On the other hand, the
presentation task involves examinees and an imagined audience; it also has a preparation time.
Therefore, the language samples from the conversation task were expected to include more
instances of interactional moves from the examinees such as questions, confirmation, and
clarifications, and more instances of involvement using stance markers such as pragmatic
particles. Meanwhile, the language samples from the presentation task were expected to have
more complex constructions than the conversation task. The present study found that the
proportion of examinees who made interactional moves were significantly larger for the
conversation task than the presentation. However, 40-70% did not make any interactional moves
in either type of task. The present study also found the proportion of examinees who used
pragmatic particles were significantly larger for only two out of four conversation tasks.
Conversation A elicited pragmatic particles from the least number of examinees. The qualitative
analysis of the conversation prompts suggests that the dominance of information-seeking
questions with an interview format may be related to Conversation A’s lack of pragmatic particle
use. This finding is consistent with the finding reported by Johnson and Tyler (1998) and
Johnson (2000). Comparing the nature of interactions during the natural conversation and the
ACTFL OPIs, they found that the language used by test takers often lacked features of
conversational involvement, which is prevalent in natural conversation. Regarding the syntactic
complexity of the language samples, the present study confirmed that language samples from the

two types of speaking tasks were different in terms of their syntactic complexity. Statistically
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more adverbial subordinations were observed for the conversation task; statistically more clause-
middle coordinations were observed for the presentation task. Moreover, no statistically
significant difference was found between the two types of tasks in terms of embedded structures.
The results suggest that the conversation task with no preparation time elicited more
syntactically complex language than the presentation task with preparation time?!. This finding
conflicts with the findings from previous studies on planned spoken discourse (Mehnert, 1998;
Ochs, 1979). There are a few possible reasons for explaining the difference between the findings
from the present study and the previous studies. First, the previous studies held task type
consistent in examining the effect of planning time. Therefore, the effect of planning time on
syntactic complexity was clear and somewhat expected. In contrast, the present study compares
two different task types. Therefore, the effect of planning time was confounded with the
difference in task types. The presentation task examined in the present study was a relatively
open task (see Long, 1990). Although examinees were directed to discuss five aspects about a
certain topic, examinees had to choose what they wanted to discuss and there was no
predetermined way to discuss their thoughts on these aspects. Meanwhile, the conversation task
was a relatively closed task because examinees needed to respond to what the prompts asked.
Examinees’ choice of syntactic structure was heavily influenced by the structure used in the
prompts. Furthermore, examinees were encouraged to discuss reasons and justifications as the
scoring rubric shows. In addition, some prompts specifically asked examinees to explain reasons

for their responses. This may have forced examinees to use more subordinating structures for

21 Note that the present study only compared the syntactic complexity at the clause level. Therefore, any conjunction,
heading (e.g., first, second, etc.), and discourse marker that were used to connect something beyond clauses and to
organize discourse were not included in the analysis.
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reasoning, such as — kara and — node in the conversation task. Second, the cognitive load of
discussing five aspects of an assigned cultural topic for the AP Japanese presentation task may
be very heavy, as some of the examinees commented. Therefore, examinees may have produced
relatively simple structures even after the four-minute preparation time as a way to quickly cover
the content. In other words, 4 minutes were not enough for most examinees to prepare language
structures to convey their thoughts. Third, the discrepancy between the results of previous
studies and the present study may also be related to a relatively similar syntactic behavior of
some subordinating expressions and coordinating expressions. In Japanese, adverbial
subordinations and complement structures appear after a clause and coordinating expressions
appear either before or after a clause. In this sense, some subordinating expressions may not
always be syntactically more complex than coordinating expressions in Japanese. In other words,
some subordinate expressions may be as easy to use as coordinating expressions. In fact, in the
present study, subordinating expressions were used more often than coordinating expressions in
both types of tasks. In addition, adverbial subordination and complement structures comprised
43.6% and 34.8% of the total frequency counts respectively. This contrasts with the results of
Luoma’s (1997) study that compared live and taped versions of the National Certificates of
Language Proficiency in Finland. In Luoma’s (1997) study, coordinating expressions were more
frequently used than subordinating expressions for both of the test formats. Regardless of the
reasons behind this conflicting finding, the results of the present study suggest that the language
samples from the presentation task may not provide adequate syntactic evidence to differentiate

more able examinees from less able examinees.
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In summary, the present study found that the language samples from the two AP Japanese
speaking tasks can provide some unique evidence for different dimensions of one’s oral language
ability. The interactive moves and the use of pragmatic particles in the conversation task can
provide evidence for interpersonal communication; the use of conjunctions, headings, and
discourse markers in the presentation task can provide evidence for discourse organization.
However, the advantage of having two different speaking tasks becomes less obvious, especially
when the conversation task is constructed as an information exchange such as an interview and
the prompts are dominated by questions that seek information, descriptions, and opinions.
Fidelity of scoring structure. The fourth aspect is related to the structural aspect of construct
validity (Messick, 1989a, 1995). This aspect concerns to what extent the dimensions and nature
measured in the test reflect the dimensions and nature of the construct domain. The present study
collected both positive and negative evidence from the quantitative and qualitative analyses of
the data. First, the examinee separation indices from the MFRM analyses of the conversation
tasks ranged from 2.98 to 3.91, indicating that the conversation task could separate examinees
into only three to four statistically distinct groups according to their ability levels though the
rubric has seven levels. The examinee separation indices for the presentation task ranged from
3.54 to 4.52, meaning that the presentation task could separate examinees into three to five
statistically distinct groups by their ability levels. Next, the qualitative analysis of the
conversation prompts and examinees language samples revealed that the current criteria seems to
work for only some prompts that ask for information, description, and opinions. The criteria of
detail, elaboration, and thoroughness does not seem to fit with other prompts including those

related to phatic communion, requests, simple personal preferences, and simple facts. In fact, the
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follow-up qualitative analyses of the bias interactions and underfitting prompts revealed that
most of the score inconsistency can be explained by this mismatch. For instance, examinees
produced simple and short responses to phatic utterances and requests in a yes-no format
regardless of their ability. This suggests that performance expectations would be considerably
different depending on the nature of the prompts; therefore, the criteria of details, elaboration,
and thoroughness cannot be a universal expectation.

Interactiveness. Interactiveness is one of the test usefulness factors that is closely related to
construct validity in Bachman and Palmer’s model. Interactiveness concerns “the extent and type
of involvement of the test takers’ individual characteristics in accomplishing a test task”
(Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 25). They argue that the involvement of construct irrelevant test
taker variables should be minimized. Previous literature on computer-based language testing
listed individual differences such as computer familiarity and computer anxiety as possible
construct irrelevant variables (Alderson, 2000; J. D. Brown, 1997; Dooey, 2008; Douglas &
Hegelheimer, 2007; Henning, 1991). In the present study, these issues were investigated through
a survey. Approximately 85% of the test takers reported that they sometimes or often use a
computer to make voice/video calls in their native language. In addition, approximately 93% of
the test takers reported that they feel comfortable with taking to someone through a computer. In
the meantime, approximately 22% of the test takers commented on the awkwardness of talking
to a computer for the conversation task; approximately 5% of test takers commented on it for the
presentation task. The results of the examinee survey suggest that the influence of computer
familiarity and anxiety on the test scores was relatively small; however, the influence of test

method, meaning administering the simulated conversation on a computer, still seems to exist.
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Moreover, the qualitative analysis of the conversation prompts revealed that the amount of pre-
task contextual information was generally insufficient. Some test takers also commented on this
issue. This indicates that the test scores may depend on individual test takers’ ability to imagine
the situation they are in.

Overall, the present study found that the construct definitions of the AP Japanese
speaking tasks are relatively clear and that the theoretical rationales could account for most of
the observed response consistency. However, the exam has some issues related to content
representation, the fidelity of the scoring criteria, and the influence of construct irrelevant
variables.

Authenticity
Research Question 1-3: To what extent do characteristics of test tasks correspond to those of
real-life tasks?

Bachman and Palmer (1996) define authenticity as “the degree of correspondence of the
characteristics of a given language test task to the features of a TLU task™ (p. 23). They explain
that TLU tasks may take place in a real-life or a language instruction domain, yet the present
study mainly discuss authenticity in relation to a real-life domain. The present study particularly
scrutinized the characteristics of the conversation task from macro- and micro-perspectives. The
macro-level analyses concerned the context and content of the conversation task; the micro-level
analyses concerned the quality of language used for the conversation prompts. The present study
also examined the authenticity of response process by examining the examinees’ performance for
the conversation task. The present study found some positive evidence and some negative

evidence for authenticity. Most of the issues identified in the present study were very similar to
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the issues of Japanese textbook dialogues reported by Jones and Ono (2005). These issues are
closely tied with the gap between the literature on Japanese conversational discourse and L2
classroom discourse (Mori, 2002, 2005; Ohta, 1993).

Context and content. The AP Japanese conversation task provides a very brief context
description before the task starts. It is delivered in a fixed format: “You will have a conversation
with (the name of the interlocutor), (his/her occupation or relationship to the test takers), about (a
topic)”. However, this context description was found to be insufficient for examinees to situate
themselves in the interaction and to make an appropriate decision about the content and amount
in responding to the prompts that follow. This finding was supported by the researcher’s
qualitative analysis of the conversation prompts and the examinees’ comments in the survey. The
present study found that five types of situationally and culturally relevant information tend to be
missing. The first information type is related to characteristics of the interlocutors. In particular,
age-related information is crucial for Japanese speakers, since age-related hierarchy influences
their language use (Mizutani, 1979; Nakane, 1967; Saengnikorn, 1981). The second type of
missing information is related to the place and occasion of the interaction. The exam shares the
topic of the conversation before the conversation starts; however, it does not explain the place or
occasion of the interaction. The third type is related to presuppositions. The conversation starts
or proceeds as if examinees already share common understanding (of something prior) with the
interlocutor. Nonetheless, examinees found out what they were supposed to know for the first
time through the prompts. The next type of missing information is reasons for the conversation.
This includes information such as the examinees’ role in the interaction. The last type is other

detailed information specific to individual conversation tasks such as more information about the
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party, concert, or a youth center in question. These five types of contextual information that was
missing from the pre-task description in the present study seem to overlap with the findings
reported by Jones and Ono (2005) based their analysis of Japanese textbook dialogues. The lack
of context means that the exam relies on test takers to make up all the missing details. This is a
serious threat to the usefulness of the test task as it affects not only authenticity but also construct
validity and interactiveness. As for the presentation task, the context is set as making a
presentation in a Japanese class. Therefore, it fits naturally to the language instruction domain.
However, the results of the survey revealed that some examinees somehow missed the situational
context. One possible explanation is that the situational context was only expressed in
writing/audio recording without any visual material; therefore, they may have missed it.

With respect to content, most prompts were found to be common or plausible in their
context. Yet the present study identified three issues. The first issue is related to the overuse of
elaboration-seeking dooshite ‘why’ questions. Asking for reasons or explanations explicitly may
be common in the context of an interview; however, it is uncommon in naturally occurring
conversation in Japanese (Mori, 2005). Such elaboration-seeking dooshite ‘why’ questions are
often used by classroom teachers as a pedagogical tool (McCormick & Donato, 2000). However,
considering that the AP Japanese conversation task simulates a non-institutional interaction, the
use of elaboration-seeking dooshite questions does not contribute to the authenticity of the task.
The second issue related to content is the use of the strong request expression - te kudasai
‘(please) do ~’. Two instances were found. One asked examines to give advice and the other
requested examinees to ask questions. Both were observed in the context of interviews. These

requests using - te kudasai seem very coercive and face-threatening (P. Brown & Levinson,
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1987). The third issue is hard-to-imagine situations such as asking for help with taking out
garbage in a first-time interaction and asking for suggestions for where to eat after an event when
the interlocutor does not know where the event takes place. Abovementioned issues illustrate that
the content and speech act for some prompts need to be improved to reflect the particular
situational and cultural context surrounding the prompts.

Quality of language in the test material. The language used in the conversation prompts were
examined from several discourse analytic perspectives. The present study found some positive
evidence in terms of characteristics and features commonly observed in spoken interactions. Yet
the level of correspondence with naturally occurring conversation was not very high. The
conversation tasks tend to be centered around information exchanges as the dominance of the
information-seeking questions indicates. This issue is not unique to the AP Japanese exam. Jones
and Ono (2005) pointed out that many Japanese textbook dialogues also have the same issue.
They explain that utterances in naturally occurring conversation contain relatively little
substantive information. Therefore, more non-information-related prompts should be used to
increase the level of authenticity.

However, the increase of non-information-related prompts would increase the number of
examinee-prompt bias interactions with the current scoring rubric. As discussed earlier, one
major source of measurement error is the mismatch between the evaluation criteria and the
nature of prompts. The current criteria are not appropriate for some prompts including non-
information-related ones. Therefore, improvements to the criteria based on empirical data is
essential to increase the level of authenticity and construct validity at the same time. The use of

corpus linguistics seems particularly helpful in this respect, as Jamieson (2005) suggests. The
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need for empirical research-based criteria has been argued for by other researchers who
examined ACTFL’s proficiency scales (Fulcher, 1996a, 1996b; Tominaga, 2014). Therefore, this
may be an issue with any language proficiency test that is based on the ACTFL’s proficiency
guidelines.

Another issue in the quality of input language is related to discourse structure and moves.
Some sets of conversation lacked typical discourse structures seen in naturally occurring
conversations such as openings and (pre-)closings (Iwasaki, 1997; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973).
Furthermore, discourse markers (Schiffrin, 1987) in shifting topics and speech acts, and
acknowledgement and assessment in the third turn position to close a question and answer
sequence (Schegloff, 1982, 2007) were often missing from the prompts. Examinees’ comments
in the survey revealed that the lack of response tokens was obvious even to some examinees.
With respect to stance marking, hedges, pragmatic particles, other markers for affective stance,
benefactive expressions, and honorific’humble forms were observed in the conversation prompts.
All sets of conversation prompts had at least two instances of stance marking; yet their
distribution was not equal. In addition, the majority of the conversation test forms showed a
much lower frequency of pragmatic particles than what has been reported in the literature on
Japanese conversational discourse (Ohta, 1993). Instead, the frequency of pragmatic particles in
the conversation task in the present study showed similar trends as those in the classroom
discourse data in Ohta’s (1993) study. The lack of stance markers does not necessarily mean that
the language use was not natural since individual speakers always have a choice of marking or
not marking their stance in a particular situational and cultural context. However, stance markers

are prevalent in naturally occurring conversation (Cook, 1990a, 1990b; Hayano, 2011;
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Lauwereyns, 2000; Maynard, 1991; Ohta, 1993); therefore, test item writers should keep this in
mind.

The third issue of the conversation prompt is related to how the information and message
was delivered. First, the present study examined the data from a cognitive processing perspective
using intonation units (IUs) (Chafe, 1985, 1987, 1994). The results show that most sets of
conversation prompts had higher proportions of regulatory IUs than the L1 data in Matsumoto’s
(2003) study. Regulatory IUs regulate information flow and they help deliver the
message/information in smaller and more cognitively processable chunks. Considering that this
exam targets L2 learners with relatively lower proficiency, this seems appropriate. Meanwhile,
two out of eleven test forms had higher proportions of substantive IUs than the L1 data in
Matsumoto’s (2003) study. This means the amount of message/information packed into each U
in these two sets of prompts was more than L1 speakers typically process in one IU. The
conversation prompts were also examined in terms of their degree of fragmentation. It was found
that the proportion of clausal IUs in six out of eleven test forms was higher than that for the L1
face-to-face conversation data in Matsumoto’s (2003) study. Furthermore, the proportion of
multi-clausal IUs in the present study was much higher than of the L1 conversation data in
Iwasaki’s (1993) study. These results suggest that the language used in the AP Japanese
conversation prompts tend to be delivered in a less fragmented and more dense manner than L1
spontaneous conversation. These issues, from a cognitive processing perspective, are again
similar to the problems of textbook dialogues pointed out by Jones and Ono (2005). Another
possible reason for this less fragmented and more dense language in the conversation prompts is

the lack of (anticipation of) aizuchi from a listener in producing the conversation prompts. In
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Japanese spontaneous conversations, a speaker expects frequent aizuchi from a listener for
various reasons including checking if the listener is following the talk and if the speaker can hold
the floor of the conversation. Thus, the anticipation of aizuchi may motivate more fragmented
speech production. In contrast in the production of conversation prompt audio files, listeners are
not present at the time of recording. The speaker may thus be inclined to read out the pre-scripted
prompt without any breaks, instead of pretending to have a conversation with an imagined
listener.

Response process. The present study investigated the issue of authenticity from a perspective of
the response process in which examinees engage during the test tasks. The presentation task
seems to have a higher level of correspondence with real-life response processes than the
conversation task since it is a monologic task. Nevertheless, simply having the prompt on the
computer screen and not having the actual audience in front are some differences between a real-
life presentation task, as some examinee commented. While providing a live audience is not
practical, providing a picture of an audience or even an avatar audience as the ACTFL OPIc does,
may be possible. However, the influence of an audience picture/avatar on examinees’
performance and their psychology has to be examined to decide if the gain in authenticity is
efficient and affordable given the limited financial and technological resources.

The conversation task seems to have a lower level of correspondence with real-life
response processes as illustrated by many examinees’ comments, including how the flow of the
conversation did not reflect their responses, they could not ask for repetition, clarification, or
confirmation, and there was no reaction from the other interlocutor. Although these are obvious

issues, many of them are difficult to address with the technology currently available. In the
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future when the technology of artificial intelligence advances in dealing with human
conversation and also becomes affordable, the computer-based conversation test may be able to
become more adaptive, reactive, and flexible. Despite the low level of response process
authenticity, the implementation of the conversation task clearly contributes to a better construct
representation of oral language proficiency. Therefore, the conversational task is a very valuable
task. What the test developers can do in the meantime to increase the usefulness of the AP
Japanese exam is to increase the level of authenticity in other aspects. This includes reviewing
discourse structure, discourse moves, and discourse markers based on empirical studies in the
item writing stage and paying attention to the segmentation of speech upon recording.
Impact

Impact is another important factor in Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test useful model. It
is related to consequential validity in Messick’s (1989a, 1989b) unified validity framework. In
discussing the impact of the AP Japanese exam, it is important to remember that validity is about
what the test scores mean and to what extent empirical evidence and theoretical rationales
support the appropriateness of the inferences and decisions based on the test scores as Messick
emphasizes. The present study only examined the speaking section of the AP Japanese exam.
Therefore, the discussion of the impact focuses on the inferences and decisions related to
speaking ability.

The present study found that the current AP Japanese conversation task mainly measures
examinees’ ability to provide information, descriptions, and opinions and that the presentation
task mainly measures examinees’ ability to describe cultural products/practices and express

opinions. This suggests that the test scores for the AP Japanese speaking section are a useful
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indicator for one’s ability to receive/provide information using grammar. Since the presentation
task assesses examinees’ cultural knowledge of Japan, the test scores are also a somewhat useful
indicator for that aspect. Although the conversation task includes some non-information-seeking
prompts, the responses to these types of prompts are often not evaluated in an appropriate
manner from a discourse analytic perspective. The amount of production seems to have a heavier
weight than the appropriateness and relevance of the production. Furthermore, the conversation
task does not assess how well examinees can sustain a conversation or engage in an interaction.
Therefore, the test scores are not so useful in making inferences on one’s sociolinguistic
competence (Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1972) or interactional competence (J. K. Hall,
1993; Young, 1999).

Currently, the AP scores are used to place examinees in higher level courses, to grant
college credits, and to formally recognize their L2 proficiency though the Seal of Biliteracy. In
case of placement, if college language programs share a similar view of oral language
proficiency as the AP Japanese exam, the AP test scores are very useful for placement. If the
programs have a different emphasis such as pragmatic competence, they should offer their own
placement test that corresponds with their approach, as misplacement may cost students time and
money. In the case of the Seal of Biliteracy, the issue of validity may not be so critical if only
for the purpose of L2 proficiency recognition. However, the issue of validity may become an
issue when the recognition is used for something other than college placement such as hiring. If a
company is looking for someone who can handle simple information exchanges in the L2, the
AP test score may be useful. However, if the company is looking for someone who can use the

L2 to engage in a conversation and build a relationship, the AP test score alone is inadequate.

329



The impact of tests should be discussed in terms of the washback on learning and
teaching (Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; A. Green, 2013; Shohamy et al., 1996; Wall &
Alderson, 1993). The AP Japanese exam is a large high-stake test. Therefore, the values reflected
on the exam will have some influence on L2 teaching and learning. Currently, the AP Japanese
exam focuses on the ability to receive/provide information using grammar and the cultural
knowledge of Japan. As a result, the same ability tends to be emphasized in the classroom.
However, more recent theories of language use and competence offer a much broader view;
language use and language competence are more situated and multi-dimensional. Therefore, a
conversation may be for the purpose of social interactions as well as information exchange; the
standard for expected or appropriate utterances/behavior varies depending on the context and
situation. If the evaluation criteria for the AP Japanese free-response section can reflect this
broader view of language use and competence, that could bring positive washback to L2 teaching
and learning, and also increase the overall usefulness of the AP Japanese exam.

Suggestions for Improvement
Research Question 2: What can be suggested to increase the overall usefulness of the speaking
tasks?

In considering the overall usefulness of a test, a test developer needs to consider the
interactions of the six test factors and their balance. For the AP Japanese exam, practicality is an
equally important concern as reliability, construct validity, authenticity, interactiveness, and
impact. Therefore, the present study first lays out all the options to improve the usefulness of the
exam based on the findings discussed above and discusses pros and cons associated with these

options considering the overall usefulness of the exam. Then it makes recommendations. The
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first option is to conduct another college curriculum survey to increase construct validity. The
College Board states that the survey is conducted periodically (Tohsaku, 2009), however, it has
not been conducted since around 2004. Although, a large-scale college curriculum survey
requires resources such as time, money, and people, it is important to conduct a survey with a
certain interval to keep track of more recent trends in college curricula as the survey results can
provide key evidence for construct validity. Through the curriculum survey, the AP Japanese
Development Committee can review the range and weight of different dimensions of language
ability targeted by college programs and how much they match those of the AP Japanese exam.
The second option is for the College Board to publish more information related to the
development and administration of the AP Japanese exam. This includes results of the college
curriculum survey, reports on subsequent actions based on the curriculum survey results, and
measures that the College Board takes to control the quality of the AP Japanese exam. For
instance, results of the curriculum survey will allow individual college language programs to
more accurately compare characteristics of their programs and the type of college language
programs assumed by the AP Japanese exam. Then they can make more valid decisions for
incoming students’ placement. Recently, the results of the AP Japanese exam have been used for
non-college-placement purposes such as awarding a State Seal of Biliteracy. In this case,
individual state and/or potential employers can refer to the results of the curriculum survey,
which will have built a foundation for the AP Japanese exam design to make more valid
interpretations of the exam results, which can lead to more valid decisions. In this sense, the
College Board will be able to improve the usefulness of the exam in terms of its impact as well

as the content representation aspect of construct validity by releasing the results of the
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curriculum survey. As for the measures the College Board takes for quality control, the
information is also limited. What the researcher found so far is that the results of the multiple-
choice sections seem to be monitored using more advanced statistical techniques and problematic
items are removed from the score. In contrast, the measures for the free-response sections seem
to be limited to the (unreleased) test item specifications and rigorous rater training. Unlike the
results of the multiple-choice sections, the behaviors of free responses do not seem to be
monitored through actual response patterns. Since the researcher does not have insider access,
these are her speculations based on the review of literature and documents. If the College Board
already implements more quality control measures than the researcher is aware of, it will be
helpful to release more of this information regarding test quality control so that test users can use
it to make more valid interpretations of test scores.

If the College Board has not been monitoring the response patterns for the free response
sections, then the findings from the present study will be useful for the AP Japanese
Development Committee members in the various stages of free-response task/item development.
With respect to reliability for instance, the present study found that conversation test forms were
not equivalent in difficulty and that some conversation prompts were not functioning well. So,
increasing the number of conversation prompts may be one way to increase the reliability of the
test scores as the results of generalizability theory analyses suggest. Currently, the AP Japanese
exam only uses four prompts for the conversation task, while the AP Spanish, German, French,
and Italian exams use five prompts and the AP Chinese exam uses six prompts. However, the
concern is cost effectiveness. Adding more conversation prompts causes an increase in cost and

labor, and the results of generalizability analyses project only a small increase of reliability after
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four prompts. Therefore, this may not be a very practical option under the current test (scoring)
design.

Another way to increase the reliability is to control differences in rater severity. The
present study found small but consistent severity difference among raters for both the
conversation task and presentation task. The AP Japanese exam currently assigns only one rater
to each response. Therefore, even a small difference in rater severity is a threat to reliability. One
solution is to assign a second rater for each response; however, this seems rather impractical due
to limited financial and human resources. An alternative solution is to use logit scores from the
MFRM instead of using raw scores. The advantage of this option is that logit scores are adjusted
to reflect the difference in rater severity. Therefore, examinees’ test scores can be compared on
the same scale regardless of the number of raters per response or the existence of rater severity.
Nevertheless, the use of logit scores would require some changes in the test design. For the
current scoring design (i.e., one rater per response) to work with the MFRM, at least a few
anchor items across all examinees would be needed, which would allow measuring the degree of
difference in rater severity. The downside of this second option would be some increase in the
exam duration/length and required labor. Nonetheless, the second option seems more practical
than simply increasing the number of raters per response across all test items under the current
test scoring design.

From a perspective of authenticity and construct validity, several more suggestions can
be made. For the presentation task, some cultural presentation topics seem to be more
approachable than others to discuss cultural products, practices, and perspectives. For example,

the presentation task in the present study was administered on two topics: famous Japanese
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people and Japanese annual events. Under a topic of famous Japanese people, the examinees
tended to simply list names of famous people and briefly describe what they do and/or who they
are, which covered the aspects of cultural products and practices. Meanwhile under a topic of
annual events, the examinees seemed more comfortable including cultural perspective aspects in
addition to products and practices. In other words, some presentation topics may inadvertently
discouraging examinees from demonstrating their knowledge of so-called “little ¢” culture (e.g.,
cultural beliefs, attitudes, values, and meanings) and lead to rating examinees mostly based on
their knowledge of “big C” culture (e.g., art, literature, famous figures, foods) (Lafayette, 1997,
National Standards in Foreign Language Education Project, 1999). Furthermore, the examinees
in the present study doubted the fairness in topic selection. Therefore, it will be helpful for test
developers to clarify their definition of appropriate cultural topics for the AP Japanese exam. In
addition, adding the image of an audience for the presentation task may help in setting the
context of the presentation in the exam.

For the conversation task, the overall contextual information was found to be very limited.
In a test, it is not practical to provide all the information that a real-life, situated conversation
provides; however, more information related to characteristics of the interlocutor, the place and
occasion of the interaction, presuppositions about the test takers’ actions prior to the interaction,
and reasons for having the conversation will help improve aspects of authenticity and
interactiveness in the conversation task. Moreover, paying attention to the nature of prompts and
discourse structures will also help increase the authenticity in developing test items. For instance,
information-seeking questions should not dominate the conversation prompts. Otherwise, the

language samples from the conversation and the presentation tasks will be similar in quality; the
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benefits of administering two types of speaking tasks will diminish. Elaboration-seeking “why”’
questions should be avoided since they are rarely used in Japanese spontaneous conversational
discourse and are more likely to become sources of measurement error in the current
conversation scoring design due to its strong dependency on the preceding prompt. In other
words, the prompts have to be written so that examinees’ responses will not overlap between
prompts.

Moreover, with the current scoring procedures and rubric, such features as phatic
expressions, prompts for requests and invitations in a yes-no question format, simple factual
questions, and preference questions should be avoided because they are likely to become sources
of measurement error. However, avoiding these types of prompts all together will have adverse
effect on the authenticity of the conversation task. One solution to this problem is to create
different evaluation criteria reflecting the nature of each utterance based on empirical data. The
use of L1 and L2 Japanese corpora would be particularly helpful, as Jamieson (2005) suggests.
The drawbacks of this option would be increased labor, since the AP Japanese Development
Committee would need to create a different scoring rubric for each type of prompt, and the lack
of transparency of scoring criteria for test users. An alternative solution is to score all four
prompts as one set, as one rater in the present study commented. This will help raters understand
why examinees responded in a certain way by taking the context and flow of the conversation
into account. Furthermore, it may reduce the influence of individual prompts even if a task is
comprised of different types of utterances. Then the College Board may not need to prepare

multiple rubrics nor increase the number of conversation prompts. Yet, the present study did not
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simulate this scenario; more research is needed to find out how reliability would change when all
prompts are scored together.

Lastly, the use of more interaction-oriented linguistic resources such as discourse markers
and pragmatic expressions should be considered in creating the prompts. These linguistic
resources can help better contextualize the conversation task and present the prompts in a more
cognitively natural manner. Utterance segmentation is another important issue to be addressed in
increasing authenticity. Utterances in the prompts should be often segmented into phrases; the
number of multi-clause segments in one breath (IU) should be smaller. In this respect, specifying
how to segment the scripted prompts upon recording may be helpful. In addition, it may also be
effective for the speaker to imagine a listener’s possible aizuchi and response tokens within and
between utterances upon recording or to even have a real listener who can provide reactions
through non-verbal means like nodding and facial expressions in front of the speaker. When a set
of conversation prompts has a high level of linguistic integration (Chafe, 1982; Halliday, 1989)
due to the frequent use of subordination expressions, features such as connective conjunctions
and conjunctive particles should be considered as alternatives to control the level of syntactic
complexity.

All in all, one of the most important ways to increase the usefulness of the AP Japanese
speaking tasks is for all of us Japanese language educators to truly understand what naturally
occurring Japanese conversational discourse looks like based on empirical studies. Then we can
apply the findings when creating college curricula the AP Japanese curriculum, and the AP
Japanese conversation task and prompts. Otherwise, we end up socializing students in routines

that are not appropriate for use in real-life interactions as Ohta (1999) argues.
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Legitimacy of the Present Mixed Methods Study

The present study employed a slightly complex mixed methods study design. The
primary design was concurrent mixed methods design, in which the integration of quantitative
and qualitative strands occurs at the interpretation and discussion stage. In addition, a part of the
integration also occurred at the analysis stage. Thus, the issue of legitimation needs to be
addressed. Among the nine types of legitimation proposed by Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006),
the researcher deemed sample integration, inside-outside, weakness minimization, and
conversion as relevant to the present study. Table 107 shows how these types of legitimation
were addressed in this study.

Sample integration is related to the degree the quantitative and qualitative sampling
design yields quality meta-inferences. The present study collected data from 111 high school
students who were planning to take the AP Japanese exam in approximately one month. Due to
logistical issues, random sampling or probability sampling could not be employed. However,
some measures were taken to simulate the AP Japanese exam population as much as possible.
The data collection was done in two different U.S. states. Over 100 students from both public
and private schools participated in present study. In addition, the proportions of standard and
non-standard examinees in the present study were similar to those reported by the College Board.
In order to construct meaningful meta-inferences, both quantitative and qualitative data were
collected from the same group of examinees. This allowed the researcher to appropriately

integrate the findings at the discussion stage as well as at the analysis stage.
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Table 107

Summary of Legitimation

Type of legitimation How it was addressed in the present study
Sample integration e Examinees were a sample of the AP Japanese exam population.

e Both quantitative and qualitative data were drawn from the same
group of examinees.

e All examinees’ data were examined both qualitatively and
quantitatively.

Inside-outside e Etic viewpoints were provided through the quantitative analyses of
test scores and the qualitative analyses of performance.

e Emic viewpoints were obtained through the responses from
examinee and rater surveys.

Weakness ¢ Quantitative analyses provided evidence for reliability and construct
minimization validity.

e Variance component estimates and standard errors from G-studies
provided group-level information regarding the degree to which
each test facet contributed to measuring error.

e Fit statistics from MFRM offered item-level information and pointed
to items that were not functioning appropriately.

e The follow-up qualitative analyses of problematic test items
identified in the MFRM analysis offered some explanations for
measurement error.

e Discourse analysis of test task characteristics and examinees’
performance offered evidence for authenticity and interactiveness.
Quantifying the results of discourse analysis allowed comparisons of
results from multiple perspectives (e.g., items, test forms, and task
types).
¢ Quantifying the results of discourse analysis allowed comparisons

with results of previous empirical studies.

Conversion

Inside-outside perspectives concern whether the researcher adequately utilizes emic and
etic views to describe and explain the phenomenon and results. The etic viewpoints in the
present study were provided by the researcher through the quantitative analyses of the test scores
and the qualitative analyses of the task characteristics and examinees’ performance. The emic

viewpoints were obtained through the responses from the examinee and rater surveys. These
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different perspectives were used to find converging and/or diverging evidence primarily for the
authenticity of the AP Japanese speaking tasks. The present study found that many of the issues
raised for the conversation task by the examinees including insufficient contextual information,
unrealistic content and flow of the conversation, and unclear response expectations overlapped
with the issues identified by the researcher. In addition, the issues pointed out by the raters such
as the use of yes-no questions for the conversation prompts and the unrealistic expectation of
elaboration in responding to phatic and expressive utterances are also in line with the
researcher’s findings. The triangulated converging evidence together make a strong argument
that the conversation task has some serious issues to be addressed. Meanwhile, the results of the
surveys revealed diverging views on the appropriateness of the cultural topics between the
examinees and the raters. The raters commented that the topics were appropriate because they
were commonly discussed topics in Japanese class. Conversely, the examinees commented that
the selected topics did not allow them to demonstrate their cultural knowledge. This suggests
that the definition of culture in the AP Japanese exam and response expectations for the cultural
perspective presentation task need to be presented more clearly to examinees. These diverging
viewpoints can also help identify potential issues.

Weakness minimization is about the degree to which the weakness from one
approach/strand is compensated for by the strength from another approach/strand. In the present
study, two quantitative approaches, namely G-theory and the MFRM, compensated each other.
In addition, these quantitative approaches were also compensated for by the strength from the
qualitative approach. First, the G-studies from the Generalizability theory provided the group-

level information indicating how much each test facet (i.e., persons, raters, items, test forms)
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contributed to measurement error. The MFRM analyses offered item-level information through
fit statistics, and pinpointed items that were not functioning appropriately from a statistical
perspective. The quantitative analyses provided evidence related to reliability and construct
validity of the exam by identifying the major source(s) of measurement error. However, they
cannot explain why certain test items or test facets became the sources of error. Here, the
qualitative analysis of the problematic test items and the examinees’ responses for these items
were integrated to investigate the rationales behind the measurement errors. In addition to the
follow-up qualitative analysis, all the test tasks and examinees’ responses were examined from
various discourse analytic perspectives. The results of these qualitative analyses provided
evidence related to authenticity and interactiveness.

Conversion legitimation concerns if the quantitizing or qualitizing of the data yields
quality meta-inferences. In the present study, the language used in the conversation prompts and
the examinees’ performance data were converted to quantitative data through coding. In order to
increase the dependability and credibility of the coding, second coders were employed.
Quantifying the results of discourse analysis allowed the researcher to examine the general
tendencies in the quality of test tasks and examinees’ responses. It also allowed comparisons of
results at multiple levels such as across items, test forms, and task types. In this way, the
qualitative data contributed evidence for reliability in addition to authenticity. In addition, the
quantifying conversation prompt data using the intonation unit allowed for comparisons with the
results from previous L1 studies. Because of this, the present study could evaluate the
authenticity of the AP Japanese conversation prompts from a cognitive perspective against

empirical data and provide practical suggestions to increase authenticity.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

This chapter provides a summary of the present study, discusses limitations and
implications of the study as well as future directions for this line of research.
Research Summary

In an effort to evaluate the computer-based AP Japanese speaking test tasks that aims to
measure examinees’ interpersonal communication and presentational skills, the present study
investigated the speaking tasks’ usefulness from a variety of angles. Drawing upon Bachman and
Palmer’s (1996) model of test usefulness, the present study scrutinized reliability, construct
validity, and authenticity of the AP Japanese speaking test tasks. In order to collect more
comprehensive evidence and strengthen the arguments regarding the usefulness of the speaking
test tasks, the present study employed a mixed methods research design. A primary design of the
present study was a concurrent design (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2006, 2009), in which both qualitative and quantitative methods were used at or
around the same time and their results were integrated at the discussion stage to draw inferences.
The present study also employed a partial sequential design, where the quantitative method was
used first, and the qualitative method was used as the follow-up to further investigate the results
from the quantitative analysis. The concluding inferences were drawn by examining five types of
data: the speaking test tasks, examinees’ language samples, test scores, examinee and rater
survey responses, and AP Japanese exam related documents.

One of the main qualitative data for the present study was the actual speaking test tasks
that were used for the AP Japanese exam for the last 11 years. Another set of main qualitative

data was collected by administering the four sets of conversation tasks and two sets of cultural
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presentation tasks that were used for the AP Japanese exam in the past. A total of 111 high
school students from two U.S. states who were planning to take the AP Japanese exam
participated in the present study. Among them, 81 examinees completed both the conversation
and presentation tasks. The main quantitative data was obtained by scoring the examinees’
performance using the rubric used for the AP Japanese exam. A total of six raters participated in
the present study. Three of them were assigned to the conversation task; the other three were
assigned to the presentation task.

From the quantitative strand, the generalizability theory analyses and the many-facet
Rasch measurement analyses (MFRM) (Linacre, 1989) were employed to analyze test scores and
to collect evidence primarily for reliability and construct validity. The present study found that
the AP Japanese speaking tasks were reasonably reliable as norm-referenced tests as they
separated examinees by their ability fairly well and showed a reasonable degree of invariance in
examinees’ ability measure. In addition, the raters’ influence on the measurement error was
relatively small. Furthermore, both the conversation and presentation tasks showed a reasonable
degree of unidimentionality in the target construct, which was positive evidence for construct
validity. Yet, 4 out of 16 conversation prompts in the test simulation were flagged as underfits in
the MFRM analyses, meaning that the response patterns showed a noteworthy degree of
randomness. In addition, 5 out of 16 conversation prompts showed a clear pattern of bias, where
examinees with higher overall ability tended to receive lower scores and examinees with lower
overall ability tended to receive higher scores than the Rasch model’s prediction.

From the qualitative strand, discourse analysis was employed to analyze test task
characteristics and examinees’ performance and to collect evidence primarily for authenticity

and construct validity. Although the present study found some positive evidence for authenticity
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and construct validity, it also found some negative evidence. Regarding authenticity, the
conversation task generally did not provide enough relevant contextual information for
examinees to determine appropriate content and amount of responses. In addition, many sets of
conversation tasks did not reflect typical discourse structures (Iwasaki, 1997; Schegloff & Sacks,
1973), discourse moves (Mori, 2005; Ohta, 1993; Schegloft, 1982, 2007), and utterance
fragmentation (Iwasaki, 1993; Matsumoto, 2003) reported in previous discourse analytic studies.
In terms of construct validity, the present study found that the conversation task was mostly
constructed to measure examinees’ information exchange ability rather than a broader sense of
interpersonal communication ability. These issues identified in the present study overlap with the
issues of textbook dialogues pointed out by Jones and Ono (2005). Based on these findings , the
present study suggests that the AP Japanese exam more often evaluates examinees’ language
skills in authentic classroom discourse instead of authentic conversational discourse. This is the
case despite the AP Japanese exam’s development, which refers to the ACTFL’s proficiency
guidelines (2012) which in turn describe one’s ability in “real-world situations in a spontaneous
and non-rehearsed context” (p. 3). This mismatch may be related to how the word “authenticity”
is interpreted differently between scholars and classroom teachers, and in the literature. For
scholars, authenticity involves contexts and situations mostly outside of the classroom. For
teachers, it involves contexts and situations inside (and outside of) the classroom. In addition,
Japanese language instruction has not fully incorporated what has been found in empirical
studies on Japanese conversational interaction (e.g., Iwasaki, 1993; Iwasaki & Tao, 1993;
Matsumoto, 2003; Mori, 2002, 2005; Ohta, 1993, 1999). Therefore, classroom teachers tend to
teach “authentic classroom discourse” to students and evaluate their performance in said

classroom discourse. The negative washback of socializing learners into classroom norms of
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language use is that it may result in them acquiring routines that are not appropriate for use in the
target-language-speaking communities, as Ohta (1999) argues. With the current exam design and
content, the AP Japanese exam may also reinforce such negative washback. If the AP Japanese
exam can incorporate findings from the literature on Japanese conversation into test item
development, it can help close the gap between research and practice. This will be a particularly
important step, especially considering that AP scores are now used for non-college placement
purposes as well, such as awarding a State Seal of Biliteracy.

The qualitative analysis of the examinees’ language samples revealed that the two types
of speaking tasks that are designed to target different dimensions of speaking ability may not
necessarily elicit language samples with a different quality as expected. The language samples
from the conversation task showed more structural complexity than the language samples from
the presentation task despite the 4-minute preparation time for the presentation task. Furthermore,
when the conversation prompts mainly comprised of information-seeking questions, the
language samples from the conversation task and presentation task became similar in terms of
the use of interactional moves and pragmatic particles. Moreover, the follow-up qualitative
analysis of the conversation prompts that were flagged for the randomness and bias interactions
in the MFRM analyses revealed that the current scoring criteria of details, elaboration, and
thoroughness do not fit with some of the conversation prompts. The mismatch was the most
evident for phatic and expressive utterances.

Based on all the evidence, the present study concludes that overall the AP Japanese
speaking test tasks has a reasonable level of usefulness because it showed a reasonable level of
reliability and it aims to represent more dimensions of speaking ability than other computer-

based language tests. Yet it has some serious issues related to construct validity and authenticity
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especially for the conversation task. The present study suggests the test developer review the
amount of contextual information, the proportions of information-seeking prompts and non-
information-seeking prompts, and the appropriateness of the conversation scoring criteria in
relation to the nature of the conversation prompts.
Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations in the present study. First, the present study is limited in
scope since it only focused on the speaking tasks of the AP Japanese exam. However, by
focusing only on the speaking tasks, the present study could examine the data collected from
over 100 examinees using both quantitative and qualitative methods. The second limitation is
related to the simulation of the AP Japanese speaking tasks instead of using the official test
scores from the AP Japanese exam. Although the simulation test was administered
approximately one month before the AP Japanese exam and the examinees were instructed to
treat the simulation test just like the actual AP Japanese exam, their psychological state might
have been very different between the simulation test and the actual AP Japanese exam. However,
the simulation test offered a unique advantage over the actual AP Japanese exam because it
allowed the researcher to administer multiple sets of speaking tasks to the same group of
examinees. Holding the sample constant, the researcher could more accurately examine the
comparability among test forms, which is not possible using the AP Japanese exam scores
owned by the College Board as their samples differ year to year.

The third limitation concerns the sample size and the lack of geographical diversity of
examinees. Due to logistic reasons, only 111 examinees participated in the study, and they were
recruited from only two U.S. states. However, the examinees from the present study represented

10 different high schools: three private schools and seven public schools. The examinees were
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minors and research approvals had to be obtained from each school district, school, and parent as
well as student. This added up to an incredible amount of time and paperwork. Considering this,
the data collected from the present study is very valuable even if the sample may be relatively
small and may not have wider geographical representation.

The fourth limitation is related to the limited number of test items used in the simulation
test. Since data collection had to be conducted within 1-2 class periods, the present study could
only administer four sets of the conversation task and two sets of the presentation task. The
simulation of more test items will be able to provide further and possibly new evidence of test
usefulness. The fifth limitation concerns the lack of common raters between the conversation
and presentation task. The present study employed three separate raters for the two types of tasks
since each rater already had to spend a tremendous amount of time on scoring. Because of this
the present study could not examine the examinees’ ability measures across task types in the
MFRM analysis. Another limitation is related to rater training. The present study recruited
experienced AP Readers and used as many scoring samples and commentaries as possible that
were released from the College Board. The rater training was strictly based on the available
material in order to simulate the rating process of the AP Japanese exam as closely as possible.
However, as the raters commented in the survey, the scoring samples were still very limited. In
addition, since the researcher herself had never served as an AP Reader before, the researcher
had to depend on the knowledge and expertise of the raters as AP Readers.

A final limitation concerns the credibility of the qualitative analyses. The present study
employed second coders in segmenting and coding qualitative data. However, the inter-coder
agreement for some aspects was relatively low. This was particularly evident in evaluating the

pre-task context descriptions for the conversation task, the appropriateness of the content of the
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conversation prompts, and the conversation prompts’ fit with the rubric. For these aspects, the
researcher relied on the intuitions of only two native speakers. In order to increase the credibility
of the study, these aspects should be examined more empirically. One way is to conduct a survey
regarding these aspects with more native speakers and examine their judgement.
Practical, Theoretical, and Methodological Implications

Despite the limitations mentioned above, the findings from the present study provide
several implications. From a practical perspective, the present research is the first study that
closely examined the characteristics of the free-response tasks and examinee performance on
those tasks for the AP world language and culture exams. Previous studies on AP world
language exams did not address the issue of reliability. However, the present study could
identify sources of measurement error by combining the generalizability theory and the many-
facet Rasch measurement. In addition, the present study employed a mixed methods research
design and collected more comprehensive evidence of test validity unlike previous studies which
discussed the validity of the AP world language exam solely based on a quantitative analysis of
test scores. Based on more comprehensive evidence, the present study can benefit the AP
Japanese community by laying out options and concreate suggestions to increase the usefulness
of the speaking tasks. More specifically, the present study exemplified what kind of language
samples can be elicited from the current speaking tasks. In addition, it suggested what kind of
conversation prompts should or should not be used with the current exam scoring design and
how utterances should be segmented in recoding for increased authenticity. Furthermore, the
qualitative analysis of the examinees’ performance suggested a starting point for improving the
authenticity of the conversation rubric; this includes reconsidering using elaboration and details

as a universal criterion and adding descriptions about the use of stance markers. Since the
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conversation task is common across six other AP world language and culture exams, the present
study can also share some of these insights with the AP Development Committees of other world
languages.

Next, the findings from the present study can contribute to any language educators who
use or are considering using computer-based speaking assessments for placement or other
purposes. The AP Japanese exam is one of the few large-scale computer-based language tests
that aims to measure interpersonal communication skill as well as interpretive and presentational
skills. Therefore, the type of inferences that can be drawn based on the AP Japanese exam test
scores should be different from other computer-based language tests that do not measure
interpersonal communication skill. The findings from the present study helps test users to
understand what kind of information the AP Japanese exam score can offer and encourages
appropriate test use and decision making based on the exam scores. Moreover, the computer-
simulated conversation task could be a very useful and practical assessment tool for classroom
teachers, especially for K-12 teachers who have limited time and space for individualized oral
assessment. The findings from the present study can offer some tips when those teachers develop
computer-based speaking tasks for classroom assessment.

The present study also has several theoretical implications. First, the present study found
that there is still a gap between how language proficiency is conceptualized in more recent
applied linguistics research and how language proficiency is operationalized in actual language
tests. The AP Japanese exam currently tends to attribute examinees’ performance during the
exam only to examinee traits like proficiency. Thus, appropriate but brief responses to the
conversation prompts are often treated as a lack of proficiency. However, the literature has

demonstrated that performance is also influenced not just by examinee traits but also by the
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context in which the performance occurs. In other words, examinees’ traits interact with the
contexts and produce performance accordingly. Therefore, the present study highlights the
importance of aligning the intended construct definition and operational construct definition with
a theory of language competence that is based on empirical studies. In this respect, most
language testing instruments based on the ACTFL’s proficiency guidelines may share a similar
weakness since the ACTFL does not claim a grounding in any particular second language
acquisition theory or model (Dandonoli & Henning, 1990).

With respect to a theory of test validity, the present study has demonstrated the
usefulness of Messick’s unified validity framework (1980, 1989a, 1995) as a conceptual map. A
further contribution of the present study is that it exemplified some logics and methodologies in
applying Messick’s validity framework to studies of performance assessment, as he did not
present clear guidelines and logic for validation (Bachman, 2005; Kane, 2001; Moss, 1992;
Norris, 2008; Shepard, 1993). As the first validation study for the AP Japanese exam, the present
study primarily focused on evidential bases of test interpretation in Messick’s framework. Yet,
the finding from the present study provide a foundation for examining the consequential basis of
test interpretation and test use in future studies.

There are some methodological implications to the present study. The present study has
confirmed that qualitative research methodologies can offer valuable insights that quantitative
research methodologies could not offer in validation studies of performance-based language
testing. For instance, discourse analysis is a very effective method in examining what happens
during a test task and how test takers perform. As the literature on oral proficiency interviews
has demonstrated (M. Johnson & Tyler, 1998; Kramsch, 1986; Young, 1995), such analysis can

show that simply providing any two-way speaking task is not enough to engage test takers in
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conversational discourse that is similar to naturally occurring discourse. Discourse analysis also
revealed that some of the AP Japanese conversation tasks orient test takers to typical
institutional/classroom discourse and that native speakers and target language teachers’ intuition
is not necessarily reliable in evaluating the authenticity of test tasks, processes, and products
(Jones & Ono, 2005; Mori, 2002, 2005; Ohta, 1993). What is more, the present study
exemplified the importance of basic research on Japanese conversational discourse, as it provides
reference points for task authenticity and scoring criteria (McNamara, 1997).

The present study contributes to language testing research from the perspective of mixed
methods research. The present study demonstrated how useful a mixed methods design can be
for validation studies by including various types of data and analytic techniques found in various
disciplines. Additionally, the present study exemplified the flexibility of a mixed methods
research design by integrating the quantitative methods and qualitative methods at the analysis
stage as well as the discussion/conclusion stage. The integration of different research strands
allowed the present study to collect more defensible evidence to discuss various aspects of test
validity. The present study further contributes to language testing research by explicitly
addressing the issue of legitimation of mixed methods research. It explained specific strategies
the researcher employed to increase legitimacy and also included rationales for said strategies,
which tend to be omitted in journal articles due to space restrictions. Mixed methodology is a
more comprehensive approach to the examination of construct validity (Messick, 1989a) than
conventional validity studies. Future validation studies should be designed with the mixed

methods approach in mind.
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Suggestions for Future Study

Future studies could investigate the following areas. First, a more data-based rubric to
measure interpersonal communication skill should be proposed. To this end, a systematic review
of literature and more empirical research on naturally occurring conversation are called for. The
use of L1 and L2 corpora will be useful to find out typical discourse structures and interactional
moves. To apply the findings to evaluation criteria in a language testing context, the proficiency
level information of L2 learners in the corpora should also be obtained.

More investigation on the minimum acceptable types and amount of contextual
information for the conversation task is needed. Unlike naturally occurring interactions, only a
limited amount of contextual information can be presented in a language test for logistical
reasons. However, insufficient contextual information can also become a source of measurement
error as the present study found. Therefore, it is important to find out the minimum acceptable
level to balance the authenticity and practicality of the test. One approach is to investigate the
perceived authenticity among different stakeholders of the test as Lewkowicz (2000) suggests.
Potential examinees, high school Japanese teachers, college Japanese instructors, and school
administrators can try various sets of conversation task from the AP Japanese exam and
comment on what type of contextual information was missing from the pre-task description.

More research on the impact or washback of the AP Japanese exam should also be
conducted. For instance, future studies should investigate how the experience of taking and
preparing for the exam may affect test takers’ areas of language knowledge and what kinds of
feedback test takers receive from the exam. In addition, more studies should be conducted on
how the AP Japanese exam scores were used by the college programs and if decisions based on

the test scores were appropriate. In addition to test takers, teachers may be influenced by the
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exam when they consider the content and method of instruction. As Wall and Alderson (1993)
warn, an exam’s impact on learning and teaching cannot be simply assumed. Therefore, more
empirical studies are called for in this respect.

The present study was limited in scope; as such, follow-up studies would be useful for
further investigating the construct validity of the AP Japanese exam. Such inquiries should
include the quantitative examination of differential item functioning based on examinees’
background (i.e., standard and non-standard/heritage). For instance, the present study found that
several conversation prompts showed bias against some examinees; these cases can be further
analyzed by analyzing examinees’ background. In addition, the standard and non-standard
examinees’ conversation task scores from the present study can be separately analyzed using the
MFRM. Then the order and degree of conversation prompt difficulty can be compared between
two groups to see if they would be comparable to each other. Similarly, fit statistics for
conversation prompts could be compared to see if the same prompts function similarly for two
groups. The qualitative examination of interaction between the examinees’ performance
characteristics and their background should also be conducted. For example, it would be useful
to compare the amount and relevancy of examinees’ conversation responses between standard
and non-standard groups using the existing data. Conducting follow-up interviews asking test
takers why they respond in the way they do would be helpful in future data collection to
investigate test-taking processes (Cohen, 1999). Furthermore, examinees’ syntactic complexity
and the use of interactional moves and pragmatic particles should be compared not only between
the conversation and presentation tasks, but also between standard and non-standard examinees.
This would provide further evidence of the usefulness of having two types of speaking tasks.

The interaction between raters and examinees’ background or characteristics should be another
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area to explore. For instance, it would be interesting to examine how raters evaluate very
relevant but brief conversation responses provided by examinees with different backgrounds.
Moreover, follow-up studies using more speaking test items and more examinees from various
regions would be useful to identify more potential sources of measurement error and improve
test quality. The present study examined examinees’ performance in terms of syntactic
complexity and discourse features and compared the results between the conversation and
presentation tasks; however, more investigation from different perspectives including lexical
variety and accuracy would be helpful to collect more evidence for construct validity and
authenticity of examinees’ performance. Furthermore, rater behaviors should be investigated
since the present study found a relatively small but consistent difference in rater severity.
Lastly, ACTFL has recently started to use two computer-based proficiency tests: the
OPIc and ACTFL Assessment of Performance Toward Proficiency in Languages (AAPPL). The
OPIc is administered on the internet and it “emulates the "live" OPI, but delivery of questions is
through a carefully designed program and via a virtual avatar” (Language Testing International,
2019b). The AAPPL is also a web-based proficiency and performance assessment. Like the AP
Japanese exam, the AAPPL is based on the ACTFL proficiency guidelines (2012) and the
World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages (National Standards Collaborative Board,
2015). The AAPPL targets all K-12 learners ranging from Novice to Advanced Low, which is
much wider than the AP Japanese exam. Nevertheless, the AAPPL measures oral interpersonal
communication skills through a virtual video chat (Language Testing International, 2019a),
which is similar to the conversation task in the AP world language exams. Cox and Malone
(2018) conducted the first validity study on the AAPPL for Chinese, French, and Spanish and

examined the test scores collected from more than 10,000 students in grades 5 to 12. However,
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performance has not yet been qualitatively examined. Therefore, a more comprehensible
examination of these computer-based language tests is called for using a mixed methods
approach. By examining different computer-based language tests that aim to measure various
dimensions of speaking skill more comprehensively, we would be able to improve the overall
validity of computer-based language tests that are available to the foreign language

learning/teaching community.
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APPENDIX A

Conversation Prompts from the 2007-2017 AP Japanese Exam

Conversation 2007

You will have a conversation with Naoto Moriyama, a representative from a youth center, about
student activities.

1.

MHELT, BRLI—R LU —DFWUTY, EBETUo7— MIBEEFEZLLES
WELT. HYUNRES TETNFELT,

‘How do you do? I am Moriyama from the Japan Youth Center. Thank you for answering
the questionnaire the other day.’

7o —FIDWTH3PLELCBANLEVATTR, BHEEERS DT 4
TEHETDIDE, PILNA FETHDTIRELOMNIFETIMN?

‘I would like to ask more about the questionnaire. Between doing volunteer activities and
having a part-time job, which do you like better?/

TnEFESLTTIN?

‘Why is that?’

H, TITIH, Thbhb, SESIBDEUVA—TEREDFEICODVNTELZL
THLLABEVNSITETIN, EALGBETLLEIMN?

‘Oh, I see. And then it seems that at our center next time we will have you talk about high
school students’ activities. What kind of talk will it be?’

Conversation 2008

You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, a study-abroad program coordinator, about
staying with a family in Japan.

4,

5.

BARODRA LI 7Z7I)—DIETTIFE., EALGRENLWVTT D,

‘Regarding the Japanese host family, what kind of family would you like to have?’
WOMBWDETEHR—LRTA LTI D,

‘From when to when would you like to homestay?’

H. EITIMN, RAIITF7IN—EEARTENLENTI D,

‘Oh, I see. What would you like to do with your host family?’

MY FELE, Lo, ABLGEIRCVWKRRA NI 7 —2RDOFFEI M. H
B-tLBREOMBER > TE TS,

‘Okay. Then I will do my best to find a good host family, so you too work hard with your
Japanese studies.’
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Conversation 2009

You will have a conversation with Misaki Saito, a new foreign exchange student, about school

life.

1.

CAITBIF, EKRTY, ZBEERENMNY T, ZROVSADEEN, KL< ML
BWATY, BREZ TS,

‘Hello. (I) am Misaki. (I) just came (here) last week, so (I) do not know much about
classes at school or other things. Please tell me various things.’

HDS. SEH. HEMRZZML LG HE2VTHVWATYTIFE, Eo2LDAN
HLWEEWLERI M,

‘Umm this semester, (I) have to take math or science, but which do (you) think is more
difficult?’

ZO5TEM, Thh B, Fa. REZWLSIEWMEYVEZVWERS>TWVWHATTITE,
EABY S TEHNHENMEA TS,

‘I see. And then I think I want to make a lot of friends, but please you tell me what kind
of club activities there are.’

HdH. £I2TIDN, HYNESITETVWET, LeBAR. Mot T A7
ITYTTRIR, —HIZERFEAD,

‘Oh, I see. Thank you. Then, if (you) would like, why don’t we have lunch together
again?’

Conversation 2010

You will have a conversation with Masao Hirano, a friend, about an upcoming party

1.

2.

SEDON—TADIERGALEITFE, BRLL? EhED, BALLY

‘Speaking of the next party, do you prefer night time? Or do you prefer day time?’

H., LW, V73 RDAHATGHELDESNN—T 1 —ITLEZVWAEITE, ZE LT
PYRYAY:\VAdrs

‘Oh, that sounds good. (I) would like to have a party that everyone can enjoy, but I
wonder what we should do?’

B. €2, ESLTESIRSOM, 35bs2EFHLLBELTNDSG?

‘Oh, I see. Can you tell me more about why you think so?’

HH. TBFE, LWoH, HYNES, Lo, FAA—T1sDFEL., £5L <,
‘Oh, I see. Thank you as always. Okay, then I will ask you for help later. Thanks!”’
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Conversation 2011

You will have a conversation with Keizo Nakamura, your new neighbor, about recycling garbage.

1.

H., FLHFELT, BRMOLHEICFSIBLTE-hFATT, E5F&AHLIBREL
LET,

‘Oh, how do you do? I’'m Nakamura, from Japan, who moved in next door. Nice to meet
you.’

HDS5. HAIFIZDOHETT &8, COEITIEHEIIEMI A IILEN. ESL
TWHATTH,

‘Um, tomorrow is the day to take the trash out, isn’t it? In this town, what do you do with
garbage and recycling items?’

HDS. S3BICA—FDEZFELBANMEZLIAHBDIATTIFE, *o1EY. U
BAOIWLIEANNWNTL £ 5D,

‘Um, I have a lot of empty coke cans at home, should I recycle them?’

Z5TEh, HD. LLTENE., BBA, JIZHITE. beoEFEHoTHDL
WE=WATTIFHE - =+ -

‘I see. Um, if it’s possible, would you be able to help me when I take the trash out
tomorrow?’

Conversation 2012

You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, your friend, about club activities.

1.

DI3TDRSVTATEHIDLEBALEITE, REDZS LETHDENEED
MEEFILOTHITHEIDEESBIZT S ?

‘About the volunteer activity for the club, which should we do cleaning a park or helping
elementary school students with their studies?’
BE—BTEHELICHE2THARITE., RAIEBDOMREICLE DD,

‘We are supposed to do that once a week, but what time on what day of the week should
we do that?’

ZTOER EHFRAVLLDEFES LT?

‘Why do you think that time and day of the week are good?’

Ce. SERYVSTDI—T4JT, SELEILEAARITEZAT NS ?

‘Well then, at the next club meeting, can you tell everyone what we talked about?’
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Conversation 2013

You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, a Japanese student, about working.

1. SHIE. BREDTILAA FZOWTEFEEZELEVWERVET, £AHLLBHEN
LEI,
‘Today, (I) would like to ask you about part-time jobs for high school students. Thank

you for your cooperation.’

2. HUEE-OBROEREIE, EALTILNLA FZLTVETD,
‘What kind of part-time job do students at your school do?’

3. BREATILNA LETHDELBLDE, ELELMNVNERBNET A,
‘Which do (you) think better? For high school students to have a part-time job or not to
have a part-time job?’

4. TIWINA FZLEVAIS, @07 FNARZ LTSS,

‘Please give some advice to students who want to have a part-time job.’

Conversation 2014

You will have a conversation with Aki Yamashita, a study abroad program assistant who is
meeting you at the airport, about plans for the afternoon.

. BRANES %, TAYVSLTVREZ U FOWUT7HTY, MIHFELT,
‘Welcome to Japan. (I) am Aki Yamashita, Program Assistant. How do you do?’
2. BREEBRTTMS., NUNR—H=DBLWTTHh, ThEdH, BROBFEHNLIT
ERAR
‘About your lunch, would you like a hamburger? Or would you like Japanese bento box?’
3. SHIE. BRIHEDHE. L LEENHIATI A, AILLEZLTTH,
‘Today after lunch, we have some time, what would you like to do?’
4. £ZAHT, BRENEFTINR, EQOLSICARFEZMARLTLDIATT D,

‘By the way, (you) are good at Japanese. How are you studying Japanese?’

Conversation 2015

You will have a conversation with Hiro Yamamoto, a Japanese student, about an upcoming event.

1. FBEOIVHY—FRAEITE, TOXVES—VATLWWDGE?EREDL T4
—RIVERRD BN ?
‘Regarding the concert on Friday, would T-shirt and jeans be fine? Or I wonder if more
formal outfits are better?’

2. H. TS5, TAT, avH—rDE, ECITEBRIZITIHN?
‘Oh, Okay. Then, where should be go eat after the concert?’
3. LIAT, AVY—rOBANELL AL LELNL—HEICITo> T NG
‘By the way, I don’t know the concert location very well. Can you come with me?’
4. EKEADaY—FELAEZR. h<{NHT DK,

‘I am looking forward to the concert on Friday. [ am very excited about it.’
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Conversation 2016

You will have a conversation with Daisuke Suzuki, a camp director, about a Japanese language

camp.

1.

FLHFELT, BREBEF Y TOHATYT, £TELHIC, HEICEESHENZL
TLEESELY,

‘How do you do? I am Suzuki from the Japanese camo. First of all, please briefly
introduce yourself.’

HYNESITETNET, ESLTIDOHREBEF Y U TITAYEZWERSZATY
AN

‘Thank you. Why do you want to come to this Japanese camp?’

H&H. TOITID, TlE. SOFY¥UTTIEEALIEEZ LTI D,

‘Oh, I see. Then what do you want to at this camp?’

AMYELz, TEIOF YT I2OVWTHRIMERMZE L TLEZELY,

“Okay. Then please ask some questions. ”’

Conversation 2017

You will have a conversation with Hiroko Kikuchi, the president of an environmental club,
about global warming.

1.

2.

HEKCREBRIEICDOWTHEEZT LEZVWATIN, KALCBREVLLETD,

‘(I) would like to ask you about global warming.’

FT. BETINA, AVIUEFESIHELEBERZESIEE, EL0VVERVET
AN

‘First about cards, between cars that use gasoline and cars that use electricity, which do
you think is better? ’

ESLTESRBSDTI D,

‘Why do you think so0?’

Z5TYM, ABLTIR, 1 2EEELEZVATIA, EAELDOBLWLTT D,
‘I see. (That) is interesting. I would like to talk with you more, when will be good next
week?’
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APPENDIX B

Prompts for Speaking Tasks for the Present Study

Conversation Task A (adopted from 2008 AP Japanese Exam)

You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, a study-abroad program coordinator, about
staying with a family in Japan.

1.

2.

3.

BARODRARI7I)—DIETTIFE., EALGRENLWVTT D,

‘Regarding the Japanese host family, what kind of family would you like to have?’
WOV DETHR—LRTA LEZLTIT D,

‘From when to when would you like to homestay?’

H. EITIMN, RAPITF7IN—EEARTENLENTTD,

‘Oh, I see. What would you like to do with your host family?’

MY FELE, Lo, ABLGEIRCVWKRRA NI 7 —2RDOFFEI M. H
B-tLBREOMBER > TETL S,

‘Okay. Then I will do my best to find a good host family, so you too work hard with your
Japanese studies.’

Conversation Task B (adopted from 2011 AP Japanese Exam)

You will have a conversation with Keizo Nakamura, your new neighbor, about recycling garbage.

1.

H. FLHELT, BRLGHEICELTELENTT, E5FLALLBREN
LET,

‘Oh, how do you do? I’'m Nakamura, from Japan, who moved in next door. Nice to meet
you.’

HOS5. BAEFITZDOATY &M, COETEITIENAVFAIIILEMN, ESL
TWAHATYT D,

‘Um, tomorrow is the day to take the trash out, isn’t it? In this town, what do you do with
garbage and recycling items?’

HDS. IBICA—FTDEEFEFELBANN K TAHDIATTIFE, OoEY, Y
AW LEABWLLTL &35,

‘Um, I have a lot of empty coke cans at home, should I recycle them?’

ZI3TED, HD. L LTENE, BHA, JIZHITH., B&oEFEoTEHL
W=WATTITHE - - - -,

‘I see. Um, if it’s possible, would you be able to help me when I take the trash out
tomorrow?’
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Conversation Task C (adopted from 2012 AP Japanese Exam)

You will have a conversation with Yumiko Tanaka, your friend, about club activities.

1.

DI3TDORSVTATEHDLEBALEITE, REDZSLETHDENEED
MEEFEO-THITHAIDEESBLIZT S ?

‘About the volunteer activity for your club, which should we do cleaning a park or
helping elementary school students with their study?’
BE—ETEH5IEICHE>THAREITE., MEHDMAEIZL K S D,

‘We are supposed to do that once a week, but what time on what day of the week should
we do that?’

ZTOER EHFRAVLLDEFES LT?

‘Why do you think that time and day of the week are good?’

Co. SEDISTDEI—T42JT, GELECELEEAARITIEATINSG?
‘Well then, at the next club meeting, can you tell everyone what we talked about?’

Conversation Task D (adopted from 2015 AP Japanese Exam)

You will have a conversation with Hiro Yamamoto, a Japanese student, about an upcoming event.

1.

FEEHOAVY—FRAFEITE, TOYVED—VATLWWDE?ENED T+
—TIVIERD AL NMG 2

‘Regarding the concert on Friday, would T-shirt and jeans be fine? Or I wonder if more
formal outfits are better?’

H. T2, TNT, AVY— D&, ECITBRNIZITIOSMN?

‘Oh, Okay. Then, where should be go eat after the concert?’

ECAT, AVY—FOBERALS MR —#EIZIT> T RN ?
‘By the way, I don’t know the concert location very well. Can you come with me?’
FEADA VY —FELATZR, < NHTE&,

‘I am looking forward to the concert on Friday. I am very excited about it.’

Cultural Presentation Task A (adopted from 2014 AP Japanese Exam)

Present your own view or perspective on famous Japanese people. Discuss at least FIVE aspects
or examples of Japanese people. Begin with an appropriate introduction, give details, explain
your own view or perspective, and end with a concluding remark.

Cultural Presentation Task B (adopted from 2013 AP Japanese Exam)

Present your own view or perspective on annual Japanese cultural events. Discuss at least FIVE
aspects or examples of annual Japanese cultural events. Begin with an appropriate introduction,
give details, explain your own view or perspective, and end with a concluding remark.
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APPENDIX C

Student Survey

Background information
1. Research Participant ID#

Gender: Male / Female

State

Type of school: Public / Private

Have you lived or studied for one month or more in Japan?

Do you regularly hear Japanese at home?

Do you regularly speak Japanese at home?

Are you planning to take the AP Japanese exam?

How are you planning to use the AP Japanese exam score?

10. (4-point Likert scale: Never / Sometimes / Often / Always)

11. How often do you hear Japanese at home?

12. How often do you speak Japanese at home?

13. How often do you use a computer to make voice call or video call (e.g., Skype, LINE) in
your native language?

14. How often do you use a computer to make voice call or video call (e.g., Skype, LINE) in
Japanese?

15. Do you feel comfortable with talking to someone through a computer using either a voice
call or video call function?

WX R WD

Computer-simulated conversation task
(Open-ended questions)

16. What did you think about talking to a computer for the conversation tasks? Why?

17. Were any of the conversation prompts confusing or difficult for you to answer? Which
one? Why? Please be specific.

18. (Choose one answer and write reasons for your choice. 5-point Likert scale: Strongly
disagree / disagree / neutral / agree / strongly agree)

19. Do you think the conversation tasks on the AP Japanese exam realistic? Why?

20. Do you think your performance during the conversation tasks reflects your actual
conversational skill? Why?

Cultural perspective presentation
(Open-ended questions)

21. What did you think about talking through a computer for the presentation tasks? Why?

22. How did you use the 4 minute preparation time?

23. Were any of the presentation prompts confusing or difficult for you to answer? Which one?
Why? Please be specific.

24. (Choose one answer and write reasons for your choice. 5-point Likert scale: Strongly
disagree / disagree / neutral / agree / strongly agree)

25. Do you think the presentational speaking tasks on the AP Japanese exam were realistic?
Why?

401



26. Do you think your performance during the presentation tasks reflects your actual speaking
skill? Why?

27. Do you think your performance during the presentation tasks reflects your actual
knowledge about Japanese culture? Why?

28. If you have any other comment(s), please write it here.
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A

7.

APPENDIX D
Rater Survey

Name

State

Level of institution: high school / college
Native speaker / non-native speaker

How many times have you serve as an AP Japanese reader?

Which task have you scored as an AP reader before?

Text-chat / Compare & contrast / Conversation / Cultural perspective presentation
What are the issues and difficulties you encounter during rating?

(Only for the raters who scored the conversation task)
Do you think that overall conversation prompts elicited enough language sample from

8.

students for you to assign scores with confidence?

4-point Likert scale: Strongly agree / Agree / Disagree / Strongly disagree

Why do you think so?

sample from students to assign scores with confidence? (4-point Likert scale)

. Please rate each of the following prompt. Do you think the prompt elicited enough speech

Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

AL: BRDRA M IZ7Z7IY—DZ ETTIHE, EA
BERENWLWLTIT A,

A2: WD WDFETHR—LRTALEWTT D,

A3: B, FS5TID, RRAI7I)—LEALRT
EMNLIEEWLTT D,

Ad: Y FELEz, Lo, BABLEEIRDWVER B
J273IY—%2RD24FIHho, HE-LAREOH
Ak > CE=TL &L,

Bl: %, [FLHFELT, BAMNGHEIZSEEL TE =
HTYd., ES3FLBLLIBRELLET,

B2: M5, BABRIFIIMOATY &ha, COETTIET
SEMIHAOILED, ESLTLDHATI D,

B3: D3, 3BICa—SDEESHELAMIDTE=L SA
HBATITIFE, P2(EY., UH AL LE=ALL
WTL&ID

B4 5 T9H, H#D. L LTELIX, AR, I3 %
HIHE, BE2EFE2TELLVEWVWATYT I
LR

CL: VS 7TDRSI VT4 TRERIDZEBALITE, &
BEDFS5 LT H5DENFEDMBEFIZoTHIT
BNEE-BLIZT B

C2:EBBE—ETAHEICHELTHAREITE, AEB®D
AIEEIZ L & 5D,
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C3: TOEH EFREAVLLDIEES LT?

C4: Lo, SENDYISTTDI—T125 T, §5ELT-
CEFRHARITIEATND?

DL ZEEEHDI VY —bRAEITE, TVYYED
—VATVWWWDE?ENEL T —TIULBROAA
LR ?

D2: H. TS5, TNT., aAVHY—+DHE, ECIZE
R[ZIFT5HM"?

D3: £CZAT, aAVH¥— OGN L L FA LA
AH—#EISITo TG ?

D4 ZEHDI VY — FELAER, H<{HTDH
Ko

(Only for the raters who scored the presentation task)
11. Do you think that overall presentation prompts elicited enough language sample from

students for you to assign scores with confidence?

4-point Likert scale: Strongly agree / Agree / Disagree / Strongly disagree

12. Why do you think so?
13. Please rate each of the following prompt. Do you think the prompt elicited enough speech
sample from students to assign scores with confidence? (4-point Likert scale)
Strongly Agree | Disagree S‘Frongly
agree disagree

Presentation A (Famous Japanese people)

Presentation B (Annual Japanese cultural events)

14.

15.

16.
17.

If you answer “Disagree” or “Strongly disagree” for any of the prompts in the previous

question, please explain why you think so.

What did you think about the rubric you used for the assigned tasks? Were there any

issues or difficulties you encounter when using the rubric?

Do you have any suggestions in order to improve the rating materials and procedures?

If you have any other comment(s), please write here.
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Table 13

APPENDIX E

Inter-Coder Reliability

Summary of Inter-Coder Reliability for the Qualitative Analyses

Aspect Pgofplc))rattlé)n Agreement Total Cg(lilelgl C(o)clilel;2 Biography of the Second Coders
Conversation task

Pre-task context 100% 58.6% 29 3 9 Coder A: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student

descriptions specializing in Japanese language and linguistics

Content of the prompts 100% 66.7% 12 0 4

Fit with the rubric 100% 68.2% 44 NA NA

Intonation units 100% 92.4% 172 1 12 Coder B: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing linguistics

Cognitive functions 100% 97.7% 171 NA NA  Coder C: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student

Fragmentality 100% 89.7% 117 NA NA  specializing Japanese language and linguistics

Main finite clauses 100% 90.9% 40 NA NA  Coder D: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing in linguistics

Syntactic complexity 100% 73.5% 49 9 4 Coder D: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing in linguistics

Speech acts 100% 86.4% 44 NA NA  Coder A: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing in Japanese language and linguistics

Discourse moves 100% 83.5% 115 16 3 Coder E: Non-native speaker of Japanese, graduate

student specializing in Japanese language and linguistics
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Table 13 (Continued)

Summary of Inter-Coder Reliability for Qualitative Analyses

Proportion Coder 1 Coder 2 .
Aspect of Data Agreement Total Only  Only Biography of the Second Coders
Examinees’ performance

Content of the responses 15% 80.3% 406 NA NA  Coder C: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing Japanese language and linguistics

Main finite clauses 15% 84.5% 213 NA NA  Coder D: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing in linguistics

Syntactic complexity 15% 83.6% 401 74 22 Coder D: Native speaker of Japanese, graduate student
specializing in linguistics

Discourse moves 15% 85.4% 246 12 24 Coder E: Non-native speaker of Japanese, graduate

student specializing in Japanese language and linguistics

Note. NA indicates the situation where the analysis involved the fixed number of codes or categories.
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APPENDIX F
Examinee Measurement Reports for the Conversation Task
Table 40

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

19 6.31 1.83 Maximum

92 6.31 1.83 Maximum
17 5.08 1.01 1.05 0.3
5 4.35 0.73 1.09 0.3
58 4.35 0.73 1.09 0.3
87 3.92 0.61 1.11 0.3
64 3.59 0.53 0.66 -0.4
88 3.33 0.48 2.89 2.6
76 2.93 0.42 0.88 —-0.1
13 2.75 0.40 1.85 1.7
30 2.75 0.40 2.50 2.5
89 2.75 0.40 1.54 1.2
27 2.60 0.39 2.97 3.2
75 2.60 0.39 2.13 2.1
37 245 0.37 0.61 -0.9
78 2.32 0.36 0.80 -0.4
86 2.32 0.36 1.08 0.3
6 2.19 0.35 1.46 1.1
29 1.96 0.34 0.82 -0.3
68 1.96 0.34 1.31 0.8
73 1.96 0.34 0.77 —-0.5
3 1.85 0.33 1.92 2.0
85 1.85 0.33 1.68 1.5
23 1.74 0.32 2.53 2.9
137 1.74 0.32 0.93 0.0
35 1.64 0.32 1.75 1.7
74 1.64 0.32 0.37 -2.0
80 1.64 0.32 0.87 —-0.2
57 1.53 0.32 0.49 -1.5
91 1.53 0.32 1.40 1.0
77 1.43 0.31 0.52 -1.3
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Table 40 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

40 1.34 0.31 0.28 -2.5
83 1.34 0.31 0.97 0.0
84 1.34 0.31 1.54 1.3
14 1.24 0.31 1.24 0.7
105 1.15 0.31 1.87 1.9
26 0.96 0.30 1.45 1.1
59 0.96 0.30 1.32 0.8
60 0.96 0.30 0.99 0.0
139 0.96 0.30 0.53 -1.3
12 0.87 0.30 1.30 0.8
82 0.87 0.30 0.77 -0.4
118 0.87 0.30 0.34 2.1
11 0.78 0.30 0.64 -0.9
42 0.78 0.30 1.59 1.3
72 0.78 0.30 0.46 -1.5
130 0.78 0.30 0.56 -1.1
81 0.69 0.30 1.10 0.3
7 0.61 0.30 1.66 1.4
123 0.61 0.30 0.47 -1.5
31 0.43 0.30 2.00 2.0
18 0.34 0.29 1.16 0.4
65 0.34 0.29 0.34 -2.0
28 0.26 0.29 0.31 —2.2
34 0.26 0.29 1.01 0.1
43 0.26 0.29 0.85 —-0.2
8 0.17 0.29 0.73 —-0.6
33 0.17 0.29 0.28 -2.3
41 0.17 0.29 0.77 -0.4
45 0.17 0.29 0.32 -2.0
48 0.17 0.29 0.70 —-0.6
122 0.17 0.29 0.32 2.1
129 0.17 0.29 0.44 -1.6
32 0.09 0.29 0.44 -1.6
46 0.09 0.29 0.50 -1.3
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Table 40 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

56 0.00 0.29 0.22 =2.7
61 0.00 0.29 0.85 —-0.2
67 0.00 0.29 0.83 —-0.2
10 —0.08 0.29 0.45 -1.5
113 —-0.17 0.29 0.38 -1.8
117 —-0.34 0.29 0.25 -2.5
44 —0.42 0.29 0.41 -1.7
138 —0.42 0.29 1.76 1.6
55 —-0.50 0.29 0.20 -2.9
70 —-0.50 0.29 0.71 -0.6
108 —-0.50 0.29 0.51 -1.3
9 —0.67 0.29 0.35 -2.0
110 —-0.67 0.29 1.32 0.8
1 —0.75 0.29 0.16 -3.2
131 —-0.75 0.29 2.30 2.5
112 —-0.83 0.28 1.31 0.8
124 —-0.83 0.28 0.35 2.1
52 -0.91 0.28 0.44 -1.7
69 -0.91 0.28 0.85 —-0.2
109 -0.91 0.28 0.40 -1.8
114 -0.91 0.28 1.02 0.1
4 —-0.99 0.28 0.58 -1.1
53 —-0.99 0.28 2.78 3.2
62 -1.07 0.28 0.96 0.0
127 -1.07 0.28 1.70 1.6
2 —1.15 0.28 1.12 0.4
128 —-1.15 0.28 0.68 —-0.8
51 -1.23 0.29 1.43 1.1
126 —1.40 0.29 0.39 -2.0
66 —1.48 0.29 0.45 -1.7
125 —1.48 0.29 1.98 2.2
47 —-1.65 0.30 0.73 —-0.6
93 —-1.65 0.30 1.63 1.5
63 -2.02 0.32 1.48 1.2
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Table 40 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
50 -2.13 0.33 1.88 1.9
111 -2.13 0.33 0.89 —-0.1
49 —6.03 1.83 Minimum
Mean 0.67 0.38 1.03 —-0.1
SD 1.83 0.27 0.65 1.6

Note. Separation (with extremes) = 3.80; Reliability of separation index = .94; Fixed chi-square:
1657.7, df = 101; Significance: p < .01
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Table 41

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

5 6.39 1.83 Maximum

87 6.39 1.83 Maximum

92 6.39 1.83 Maximum
17 5.15 1.02 0.81 0.1
35 5.15 1.02 0.81 0.1
75 5.15 1.02 0.81 0.1
13 4.41 0.74 1.14 0.4
29 4.41 0.74 0.82 0.0
68 4.41 0.74 1.01 0.2
58 3.95 0.62 0.82 —0.1
89 3.95 0.62 0.86 0.0
84 3.34 0.50 1.46 1.0
14 3.11 0.47 1.25 0.6
19 3.11 0.47 2.71 2.8
27 2.90 0.44 1.06 0.2
3 2.71 0.42 0.63 —0.8
23 2.54 0.41 0.96 0.0
30 2.54 0.41 1.38 0.9
86 2.54 0.41 0.19 -3.0
26 2.38 0.39 1.40 1.0
77 2.38 0.39 1.38 0.9
88 2.38 0.39 3.39 3.9
57 2.23 0.38 1.31 0.8
78 2.23 0.38 1.51 1.2
85 2.23 0.38 1.31 0.8
105 2.23 0.38 1.64 1.4
74 2.09 0.37 0.79 -0.4
64 1.82 0.36 0.81 -0.3
72 1.82 0.36 1.21 0.6
82 1.69 0.35 0.97 0.0
83 1.69 0.35 1.03 0.2
91 1.69 0.35 0.95 0.0
18 1.57 0.35 1.86 1.8
81 1.57 0.35 1.90 1.8
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Table 41 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

40 1.45 0.34 1.06 0.2
11 1.21 0.34 1.82 1.7
76 1.00 0.33 0.27 2.3
80 1.00 0.33 1.78 1.6
59 0.89 0.32 1.40 0.9
60 0.79 0.32 1.72 1.4
33 0.69 0.31 0.51 -1.1
73 0.69 0.31 2.15 2.1
12 0.50 0.30 1.05 0.2
67 0.50 0.30 0.54 -1.0
34 0.41 0.30 0.66 —-0.7
139 0.41 0.30 2.08 1.9
6 0.32 0.30 2.07 1.9
28 0.23 0.29 1.16 0.4
41 0.23 0.29 1.21 0.5
43 0.23 0.29 0.48 -1.3
42 0.15 0.29 0.40 -1.6
56 0.15 0.29 1.09 0.3
32 —-0.01 0.28 0.18 -2.9
37 -0.01 0.28 0.98 0.1
45 —-0.01 0.28 0.64 —0.8
69 -0.01 0.28 0.88 —0.1
70 -0.09 0.27 0.06 —4.1
61 -0.16 0.27 0.88 —0.1
62 -0.16 0.27 0.48 -1.4
117 -0.16 0.27 0.12 -3.4
1 —0.23 0.27 0.52 -1.3
48 -0.23 0.27 0.94 0.0
113 -0.23 0.27 0.60 -1.0
118 -0.23 0.27 0.50 -1.3
130 -0.23 0.27 0.39 -1.8
108 -0.30 0.26 0.93 0.0
123 -0.30 0.26 0.98 0.0
128 -0.30 0.26 0.85 -0.2
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Table 41 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
31 -0.37 0.26 0.64 -0.9
44 -0.43 0.26 0.36 2.1
65 -0.43 0.26 1.19 0.6
7 —0.50 0.25 0.72 -0.6
10 —-0.50 0.25 0.65 -0.9
4 —0.56 0.25 0.49 -1.5
55 -0.56 0.25 2.15 2.4
126 -0.56 0.25 1.04 0.2
129 -0.56 0.25 0.37 2.1
51 -0.63 0.25 0.33 2.3
109 -0.63 0.25 1.29 0.8
2 —0.69 0.25 1.19 0.6
52 -0.69 0.25 0.77 —0.5
112 —-0.75 0.25 0.33 2.4
124 —-0.75 0.25 0.60 -1.1
46 -0.81 0.25 1.45 1.2
138 -0.81 0.25 1.75 1.8
66 -0.87 0.25 1.13 0.4
122 -0.87 0.25 0.91 —0.1
9 —0.93 0.25 0.49 -1.6
110 -0.93 0.25 0.29 —2.7
50 -0.99 0.25 0.69 —0.8
127 -0.99 0.25 0.44 -1.9
137 -0.99 0.25 0.33 2.4
47 -1.06 0.25 0.44 -1.9
8 -1.12 0.25 1.49 1.3
53 -1.12 0.25 0.76 -0.6
93 -1.12 0.25 0.76 —0.6
114 -1.24 0.25 0.59 -1.2
131 -1.51 0.26 0.84 -0.3
111 -1.72 0.28 1.25 0.7
125 —1.88 0.29 1.59 1.3
49 -2.16 0.32 1.02 0.2
63 —2.68 0.41 0.68 -0.3
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Table 41 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Ability Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

Mean 0.83 0.39 1.00 —0.1
SD 1.99 0.3 0.57 1.4

Note. Separation (with extremes) = 3.91; Reliability of separation index = .94; Fixed chi-square:
1673.8, df = 101; Significance: p <.01
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Table 42

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation C (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
17 5.19 1.83 Maximum
19 5.19 1.83 Maximum
29 5.19 1.83 Maximum
68 5.19 1.83 Maximum
92 5.19 1.83 Maximum
105 5.19 1.83 Maximum
5 3.26 0.72 0.96 0.2
87 3.26 0.72 1.85 1.1
88 3.26 0.72 1.85 1.1
13 2.83 0.59 0.89 0.0
30 2.83 0.59 0.84 0.0
58 2.83 0.59 0.75 —0.1
91 2.83 0.59 0.85 0.0
35 2.52 0.52 1.14 0.4
23 2.28 0.47 0.79 —0.1
86 2.08 0.43 0.73 -0.3
84 1.91 0.40 0.88 0.0
82 1.76 0.37 0.60 —0.7
14 1.63 0.35 0.65 —0.5
18 1.63 0.35 1.40 0.8
75 1.63 0.35 2.90 2.6
3 1.41 0.32 1.52 1.0
60 1.31 0.31 1.09 0.3
11 1.22 0.29 0.39 -1.5
40 1.22 0.29 0.42 -1.4
74 1.22 0.29 0.61 -0.7
85 1.14 0.28 2.49 2.4
78 1.06 0.27 0.63 -0.7
77 0.91 0.26 0.67 -0.7
57 0.85 0.25 1.37 0.9
41 0.79 0.25 0.56 -1.1
64 0.73 0.24 1.66 1.4
123 0.61 0.23 1.26 0.7
27 0.56 0.23 5.18 5.7
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Table 42 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation C (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

72 0.56 0.23 0.53 -1.3
26 0.51 0.23 1.50 1.2
37 0.51 0.23 1.96 2.1
28 0.41 0.22 0.34 2.3
80 0.41 0.22 2.53 3.0
48 0.36 0.22 1.08 0.3
34 0.32 0.22 0.86 -0.2
73 0.27 0.21 1.05 0.2
76 0.27 0.21 0.70 —0.8
139 0.27 0.21 1.15 0.5
83 0.22 0.21 2.09 2.4
31 0.18 0.21 1.05 0.2
43 0.05 0.21 0.47 -1.7
56 0.05 0.21 0.38 2.2
70 0.05 0.21 0.35 2.4
52 0.00 0.21 0.76 —0.6
89 -0.04 0.21 1.03 0.2
130 -0.04 0.21 1.27 0.8
42 -0.13 0.21 1.26 0.7
65 -0.17 0.21 0.59 -1.2
122 -0.17 0.21 0.99 0.0
59 -0.21 0.21 3.03 3.9
81 -0.21 0.21 0.75 —0.6
108 -0.21 0.21 0.73 -0.7
6 —0.26 0.21 1.18 0.6

8 —0.26 0.21 0.52 -1.5
33 -0.35 0.21 0.53 -1.4
45 -0.35 0.21 0.63 -1.0
127 -0.35 0.21 0.35 2.3
7 —-0.39 0.21 1.42 1.1
10 -0.39 0.21 0.93 0.0
67 -0.39 0.21 1.72 1.7
69 -0.39 0.21 0.29 -2.6
128 -0.39 0.21 0.46 -1.7
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Table 42 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation C (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

118 -0.44 0.22 0.40 2.0
138 -0.44 0.22 0.85 -0.3
32 —0.58 0.22 0.88 -0.2
12 -0.63 0.23 0.40 -1.9
44 -0.63 0.23 0.75 -0.5
53 -0.63 0.23 0.80 -0.4
50 -0.69 0.23 0.54 -1.2
1 -0.74 0.23 0.55 -1.2

2 -0.74 0.23 1.31 0.8

4 -0.74 0.23 1.46 1.1
46 -0.74 0.23 0.28 2.4
47 -0.74 0.23 0.63 -0.9
51 -0.74 0.23 2.25 2.4
137 -0.74 0.23 0.28 2.4
61 -0.79 0.24 0.69 -0.7
66 -0.79 0.24 1.20 0.5
9 —0.85 0.24 0.33 2.1
109 -0.91 0.25 0.21 —2.7
129 -0.91 0.25 0.71 -0.6
112 -0.97 0.25 1.58 1.3
117 -0.97 0.25 0.63 —0.8
63 -1.10 0.26 0.47 -1.4
113 -1.10 0.26 0.91 0.0
126 -1.10 0.26 0.21 —2.7
110 -1.17 0.27 0.38 -1.7
124 -1.25 0.28 0.20 —2.6
131 -1.25 0.28 1.01 0.1
55 -1.60 0.32 0.61 -0.7
93 -1.60 0.32 0.96 0.0
62 -1.84 0.36 1.71 1.2
114 -2.15 0.43 1.14 0.4
125 -2.15 0.43 1.21 0.5
111 -2.61 0.55 0.63 -0.3

49 —4.78 1.80 Minimum
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Table 42 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation C (arranged by ability)

Examinee Ability Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

Mean 0.40 0.39 1.01 -0.2
SD 1.79 0.41 0.73 1.5

Note. Separation (with extremes) = 2.98; Reliability of separation index = .90; fixed chi-square:
1090, df = 101; Significance: p < .01
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Table 43

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation D (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
17 5.92 1.83 Maximum
19 5.92 1.83 Maximum
29 5.92 1.83 Maximum
30 5.92 1.83 Maximum
88 5.92 1.83 Maximum
92 5.92 1.83 Maximum
13 4.69 1.01 0.93 0.2
35 4.69 1.01 0.94 0.2
87 4.69 1.01 0.96 0.2
14 3.96 0.73 0.98 0.2
76 3.52 0.61 0.73 -0.2
78 3.52 0.61 0.78 -0.2
84 3.52 0.61 0.91 0.0
89 3.52 0.61 0.84 0.0
3 3.20 0.53 1.18 0.4
5 3.20 0.53 4.18 3.6
57 3.20 0.53 0.66 -0.5
58 3.20 0.53 0.61 -0.6
68 3.20 0.53 1.14 0.4
26 2.94 0.49 0.73 -0.4
59 2.94 0.49 0.89 0.0
75 2.94 0.49 1.43 0.9
91 2.94 0.49 0.98 0.1
64 2.52 0.43 1.27 0.7
74 2.52 0.43 0.70 -0.6
86 2.52 0.43 0.96 0.0
18 2.35 0.41 2.53 2.7
81 2.35 0.41 0.76 -0.4
105 1.91 0.37 3.23 3.7
27 1.78 0.36 1.30 0.8
77 1.78 0.36 1.42 1.0
23 1.65 0.35 1.81 1.7
6 1.53 0.34 0.39 -1.8
37 1.53 0.34 0.90 —0.1
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Table 43 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation D (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

80 1.53 0.34 2.18 2.3
85 1.53 0.34 0.66 -0.7
60 1.31 0.33 1.37 0.9
40 1.20 0.32 0.45 -1.5
11 1.10 0.32 0.44 -1.5
45 1.10 0.32 0.37 -1.8
139 1.10 0.32 0.33 2.0
43 1.00 0.31 1.10 0.3
82 1.00 0.31 2.33 2.3
137 1.00 0.31 2.77 2.9
7 0.91 0.31 0.33 -1.9
33 0.91 0.31 0.33 -1.9
83 0.91 0.31 2.35 2.3
130 0.91 0.31 0.60 -0.9
31 0.82 0.30 0.89 —0.1
32 0.82 0.30 0.70 —0.6
52 0.82 0.30 2.09 2.0
72 0.82 0.30 0.33 -1.9
73 0.82 0.30 4.15 4.2
41 0.73 0.30 0.40 -1.6
48 0.64 0.29 0.27 2.2
65 0.64 0.29 0.88 —0.1
108 0.64 0.29 1.63 1.3
123 0.56 0.29 0.88 0.1
1 0.47 0.28 0.59 -0.9
56 0.47 0.28 0.21 -2.6
34 0.40 0.28 1.83 1.6
70 0.32 0.27 0.72 -0.5
113 0.25 0.27 0.73 -0.5
12 0.18 0.26 0.76 -0.4
42 0.18 0.26 0.43 -1.5
118 0.18 0.26 0.14 -3.2
9 0.11 0.26 0.13 -33
46 0.11 0.26 0.34 -1.9
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Table 43 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation D (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
4 0.04 0.26 0.07 —4.0
69 0.04 0.26 0.49 -1.3
10 -0.02 0.25 0.94 0.0
112 -0.02 0.25 0.67 -0.7
138 -0.02 0.25 1.18 0.5
61 -0.09 0.25 0.48 -1.4
50 -0.15 0.25 0.65 —0.8
55 -0.15 0.25 0.43 -1.6
122 —-0.15 0.25 0.17 -3.2
44 -0.21 0.24 2.05 2.1
51 -0.21 0.24 1.18 0.5
8 —0.26 0.24 2.06 2.2
128 -0.26 0.24 0.32 2.3
2 -0.32 0.24 0.89 —0.1
28 -0.32 0.24 2.89 34
62 -0.32 0.24 0.39 -1.9
129 —0.38 0.24 1.53 1.3
131 —0.38 0.24 0.82 -0.3
117 -0.43 0.23 0.80 -0.4
66 -0.54 0.23 0.53 -1.4
124 -0.59 0.23 0.99 0.0
110 —0.64 0.23 0.92 0.1
109 -0.75 0.23 1.31 0.9
53 —-0.80 0.23 0.85 -0.3
125 —0.80 0.23 0.91 0.1
67 —0.85 0.23 1.50 1.4
93 -1.01 0.23 1.08 0.3
127 -1.06 0.23 0.66 -1.0
126 -1.17 0.24 1.10 0.3
114 -1.41 0.25 0.97 0.0
47 -1.61 0.27 0.57 -1.1
111 —1.85 0.30 0.86 -0.1
49 —4.77 1.78 Minimum
63 —4.77 1.78 Minimum
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Table 43 (Continued)

Examinee Measurement Report for Conversation D (arranged by ability)

Examinee Ability Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

Mean 1.15 0.47 1.04 —0.1
SD 2.05 0.43 0.79 1.6

Note. Separation (with extremes) = 3.09; Reliability of separation index = .91; Fixed chi-square:
1353.9, df = 101, Significance: p <.01
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APPENDIX G
Bias Calibration Reports for the Conversation Task
Table 46

Bias Calibration Report: Form-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Form Examinee Abil'ity Observed Expected observed — Bia}s Error 7-score Infit
(logits)  score score expected  (logits) MnSq
raw score
A 137 0.04 56 37.4 1.6 1.17 028 411 0.8
A 37 0.84 62 51.0 0.9 0.95 034 279 05
A 114 -1.12 26 15.6 0.9 0.58 023 255 0.6
A 76 1.22 65 56.1 0.7 096 039 244 0.6
A 64 1.57 68 60.0 0.7 1.20 051 236 05
A 73 0.70 58 48.9 0.8 0.68 030 228 0.7
A 118 0.03 47 37.2 0.8 0.56 025 224 02
A 129 —-0.37 39 29.4 0.8 0.50 023 214 02
A 91 1.68 54 61.1 —-0.6 —0.63 027 =229 1.0
A 14 1.77 51 61.9 -0.9 —0.93 026 -3.56 0.9
A 18 1.14 41 55.1 -1.2 -0.90 024 385 0.8
A 29 2.69 58 67.7 —-0.8 —-1.31 030 —-439 0.7
B 89 1.45 69 60.0 0.8 1.48 0.58 256 0.8
B 67 —-0.21 46 34.8 0.9 0.61 025 249 03
B 62 —-0.61 38 26.8 0.9 057 023 249 03
B 126 —-0.85 32 222 0.8 050 022 224 038
B 123 0.36 36 45.3 —-0.8 —-0.51 023 -224 0.7
B 37 0.84 40 52.7 -1.1 -0.77 023 -334 0.7
C 63 -1.78 15 53 0.8 0.91 025 361 04
C 82 1.08 64 51.1 1.1 1.17 037 3.17 0.6
C 41 0.47 53 40.9 1.0 0.75 027 278 0.8
C 91 1.68 69 58.9 0.8 1.58 058 273 0.8
C 11 0.91 59 48.5 0.9 0.78 030 258 04
C 23 1.63 67 58.3 0.7 1.11 045 245 0.7
C 127 —0.68 29 18.4 0.9 054 022 245 04
C 28 0.16 46 35.1 0.9 059 024 242 04
C 105 1.60 72 58.0 1.2 3.79 1.67 227 0.0
C 47 —-1.02 21 12.9 0.7 0.48 023 211 0.6
C 40 1.08 59 51.1 0.7 0.61 030 202 04
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Table 46 (Continued)

Bias Calibration Report: Form-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Form Examinee Abil'ity Observed Expected observed — Bia}s Error 7-score Infit
(logits)  score score expected  (logits) MnSq
raw score
C 12 0.10 23 33.7 -0.9 —0.53 023 -234 04
C 113 —-0.27 15 26.3 -0.9 —-0.61 025 -241 09
C 137 0.04 21 32.6 -1.0 —0.58 023 -2.52 03
C 55 —0.54 9 21.0 -1.0 -0.80 031 -2.58 0.6
C 76 1.22 43 53.2 -0.9 -0.64 024 271 1.0
C 81 0.65 32 443 -1.0 -0.64 022 -290 09
D 59 0.65 67 54.6 1.0 1.41 045 3.11 0.8
D 81 0.65 64 54.6 0.8 092 037 249 0.6
D 76 1.22 69 61.1 0.7 1.36 058 235 0.7
D 127 —0.68 21 31.8 -0.9 —0.53 023 -2.33 0.6
D 47 -1.02 12 24.8 -1.1 -0.74 027 271 0.6
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Table 47

Bias Calibration Report: Prompt-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Promp Examince Abil‘ity Observed Expected observed - Bia}s Error  z-score Infit
(logits)  score score  expected (logits) MnSq
raw score
Al 68 2.46 12 17.0 -1.7 -2.05 050 -4.12 0.0
Al 86 1.93 12 16.3 -1.4 -1.52 0.50 -3.04 0.0
Al 70 0.02 5 10.3 -1.8 -1.05 046 -2.30 0.2
Al 11 0.91 10 13.8 -1.3 —-0.96 046 -2.08 0.1
Al 114 -1.12 10 4.6 1.8 1.07 046 233 0.1
Al 125 —-1.20 10 4.3 1.9 1.15 046 250 0.1
A2 29 2.69 9 16.2 —2.4 —2.11 045 -4.71 0.0
A2 35 2.32 6 15.4 -3.1 -2.31 044 522 0.6
A2 84 1.86 6 14.2 =2.7 -1.86 044 —4.20 0.6
A2 91 1.68 7 13.6 -2.2 -1.48 044 -3.39 0.1
A2 105 1.60 6 13.3 —2.4 -1.60 044 -3.61 0.0
A2 76 1.22 17 11.9 1.7 211 1.01  2.09 0.6
A2 18 1.14 5 11.6 -2.2 -1.34 046 -2.92 0.2
A2 37 0.84 15 10.2 1.6 .32 0.62 2.1 0.0
A2 81 0.65 4 9.3 -1.8 -1.07 049 -2.20 0.1
A2 42 0.18 14 6.9 2.4 1.63 0.56 2.89 0.3
A2 7 0.07 13 6.3 2.2 144 053 274 0.3
A2 61 —-0.23 10 4.8 1.7 1.02 046 222 0.7
A2 138 —-0.32 9 4.4 1.5 091 045 2.03 0.6
A2 51 —-0.52 8 3.6 1.5 091 044 2.08 0.2
A2 131 —-0.77 9 2.7 2.1 1.35 045 3.03 0.0
A2 114 -1.12 6 1.8 1.4 1.13 044 255 0.0
A2 111 —1.66 4 1.0 1.0 1.24 049 254 0.1
A3 5 3.39 16 17.6 —-0.5 -1.63 0.73 -2.22 0.3
A3 14 1.77 13 16.0 -1.0 -1.10 0.53 -2.10 0.5
A3 12 0.10 17 10.7 2.1 239  1.01 237 0.6
A3 137 0.04 15 10.4 1.5 1.27  0.62 2.04 0.0
A3 67 —-0.21 14 9.3 1.6 1.17  0.56  2.07 0.3
A3 8 -0.29 14 8.8 1.7 1.26 056 2.23 0.1
A3 138 -0.32 3 8.7 -1.9 -1.21 054 223 0.0
A3 63 -1.78 9 2.2 2.3 1.52 045 3.40 0.0
A4 17 4.78 17 17.9 -0.3 -2.28 1.01 -2.26 0.7
A4 87 3.68 16 17.7 —-0.6 -1.90 0.73 -2.59 0.3
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Table 47 (Continued)

Bias Calibration Report: Prompt-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Promp Examince Abil‘ity Observed Expected observed - Bia}s Error  z-score Infit
(logits)  score score  expected (logits) MnSq
raw score
A4 75 2.27 11 16.8 -1.9 -2.09 048 —4.37 0.2
A4 84 1.86 13 16.2 -1.1 -1.18 0.53 -2.24 0.1
A4 14 1.77 10 16.0 -2.0 -1.81 046 -3.92 0.3
A4 105 1.60 10 15.6 -1.9 -1.64 046 -3.56 0.1
A4 27 1.43 10 15.2 -1.8 —-1.46 046 -3.17 0.3
A4 26 1.16 9 14.6 -1.9 -1.40 045 -3.14 0.6
A4 18 1.14 8 14.5 —2.2 —-1.58 044 -3.59 0.2
A4 59 0.65 8 12.9 -1.6 -1.09 044 -2.49 0.2
A4 31 0.23 5 11.2 -2.1 -1.26 046 -2.75 0.2
A4 137 0.04 16 10.4 1.9 1.74 0.73  2.37 0.3
A4 53 —-0.70 13 6.6 2.1 1.39 053  2.63 0.1
A4 125 —-1.20 9 4.2 1.6 096 045 2.14 0.0
B1 19 3.68 12 17.8 -1.9 -3.73 050 -7.48 0.0
B1 13 2.83 16 17.6 —-0.5 -1.52  0.73 -2.07 0.3
B1 88 2.63 10 17.5 -2.5 -3.14 046 —6.81 0.3
B1 91 1.68 13 16.6 -1.2 -1.47 053 -2.79 0.1
B1 105 1.60 13 16.5 -1.2 -1.39 053 -2.64 0.1
B1 77 1.27 13 15.9 -1.0 -1.05 0.53 -2.00 0.1
B1 18 1.14 11 15.7 —-1.6 -1.43 048 -2.98 0.2
B1 60 0.93 10 15.2 —-1.7 -1.43 046 -3.11 0.3
B1 11 0.91 11 15.1 -1.4 -1.20 048 -2.50 0.2
B1 37 0.84 10 15.0 —-1.7 -1.34 046 -2.92 0.3
B1 48 0.25 8 13.1 —-1.7 -1.15 044 -2.63 0.2
B1 65 0.07 8 12.5 -1.5 —-0.98 044 222 0.2
B1 52 —-0.10 6 11.8 -1.9 -1.19 044 -2.69 0.0
B1 66 —-0.70 14 9.0 1.7 1.21 056  2.15 0.3
B1 93 —-1.06 12 7.2 1.6 1.01 050 2.03 0.0
B1 125 —-1.20 12 6.5 1.8 .15 050 231 0.0
B1 111 —1.66 12 4.3 2.6 1.61 050 3.23 0.0
B1 49 -2.90 9 1.0 2.7 2.19 045 4388 0.0
B2 37 0.84 6 11.8 -1.9 -1.19 044 -2.70 0.0
B2 72 0.77 16 11.5 1.5 148 0.73  2.02 0.3
B2 73 0.70 5 11.2 -2.1 -1.26 046 -2.75 0.2

426



Table 47 (Continued)

Bias Calibration Report: Prompt-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Promp Examinee Abil‘ity Observed Expected observed - Bia}s Error z-score Infit
(logits)  score score  expected (logits) MnSq
raw score

B2 6 0.59 4 10.7 —2.2 -1.37 049 -2.8I1 0.1
B2 41 0.47 4 10.2 -2.1 -1.24 049 -2.55 0.1
B2 69 —-0.22 12 6.7 1.8 .11 050 2.22 0.4
B2 128 —-0.37 11 59 1.7 1.02 048 2.14 0.5
B2 126 —-0.85 10 3.7 2.1 1.28 046 2.78 0.8
B3 30 2.46 13 17.0 -1.3 -1.79  0.53 -3.40 0.1
B3 60 0.93 10 13.9 -1.3 -0.97 046 -2.11 0.1
B3 138 —-0.32 0 8.7 -2.9 =2.77 137 -2.03 0.1
B4 83 0.75 17 12.0 1.7 2.08 1.01 2.07 0.6
B4 139 0.54 4 11.1 —2.4 -1.46 049 -2.99 0.1
B4 7 0.07 4 8.9 -1.6 —-0.98 049 -2.02 0.1
B4 108 —-0.05 3 8.3 -1.8 -1.13  0.54 -2.08 0.0
B4 55 —-0.54 14 5.8 2.7 1.85 056 3.28 0.3
Cl 26 1.16 7 13.8 -2.3 -1.53 044 -3.50 0.9
Cl 139 0.54 17 11.4 1.9 222 1.01 220 0.6
Cl 41 0.47 17 11.1 2.0 230 1.01 2.28 0.6
Cl 34 0.32 15 10.4 1.5 1.27  0.62 2.04 0.0
Cl 31 0.23 16 10.0 2.0 1.81 0.73 246 0.3
Cl 42 0.18 3 9.8 -2.3 -143 054 -2.63 0.4
Cl 45 0.14 4 9.6 -1.9 -1.12 049 -2.30 0.1
Cl 12 0.10 4 9.4 -1.8 -1.08 049 -2.22 0.1
Cl 7 0.07 4 9.3 -1.8 -1.06 049 -2.17 0.1
Cl 32 0.02 3 9.0 -2.0 -1.26 054 -2.33 0.4
Cl 10 —-0.19 13 7.9 1.7 1.14 053 2.16 0.3
Cl 4 —0.42 13 6.7 2.1 1.37 053  2.60 0.1
Cl 50 —-0.70 10 53 1.6 093 046 2.01 0.1
C2 64 1.57 7 14.8 —2.6 -1.88 044 —4.30 0.1
C2 81 0.65 6 11.6 -1.9 -1.15 044 2.6l 0.3
C2 59 0.65 0 11.6 -3.9 -3.71 1.63 -2.28 0.1
C2 6 0.59 7 11.4 -1.5 -0.90 044 -2.05 0.1
C2 122 —-0.19 13 7.6 1.8 1.20 053 2.28 0.3
C2 67 —-0.21 13 7.5 1.8 1.21 053 230 0.1
C2 66 —-0.70 10 5.0 1.7 099 046 2.15 0.1
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Table 47 (Continued)

Bias Calibration Report: Prompt-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Promp Examinee Abil‘ity Observed Expected observed - Bia}s Error z-score Infit
(logits)  score score  expected (logits) MnSq
raw score

C2 63 -1.78 6 1.5 1.5 1.28 044 290 0.0
C3 89 1.45 3 12.9 =33 -2.17  0.54 —-4.00 0.4
C3 76 1.22 5 12.1 —2.4 -1.46 046 -3.19 0.1
C3 82 1.08 16 11.5 1.5 149 073  2.03 0.3
C3 11 0.91 16 10.7 1.8 1.66 0.73  2.26 0.3
C3 80 0.87 16 10.6 1.8 1.70  0.73 231 0.3
C3 37 0.84 18 10.4 2.5 358  1.75  2.04 0.1
C3 59 0.65 1 9.5 -2.8 -2.30 092 -2.50 0.7
C3 6 0.59 2 9.2 —2.4 —-1.66  0.65 -2.55 0.2
C3 123 0.36 17 8.1 3.0 293 1.01 291 0.7
C3 130 0.26 13 7.5 1.8 1.21 053 231 0.3
C3 48 0.25 16 7.5 2.9 232 073 3.17 0.3
C3 52 —-0.10 12 5.7 2.1 1.31 050 2.64 0.0
C4 3 1.77 11 15.1 -1.4 -1.17 048 -2.45 0.2
C4 89 1.45 7 14.2 —2.4 -1.66 044 -3.80 0.1
C4 27 1.43 0 14.1 —4.7 447 171 -2.61 0.1
C4 80 0.87 5 12.1 —2.4 -1.48 046 -3.24 0.2
C4 37 0.84 7 12.0 —-1.7 -1.05 044 -2.40 0.7
C4 73 0.70 5 11.4 -2.2 -1.31 046 -2.86 0.5
C4 6 0.59 6 11.0 —-1.7 -0.99 044 225 0.0
C4 139 0.54 5 10.7 -1.9 -1.15 046 -2.5I 0.2
C4 130 0.26 4 9.4 -1.8 -1.09 049 -2.24 0.1
C4 7 0.07 15 8.5 2.2 1.68 0.62  2.69 0.0
C4 67 —-0.21 12 7.0 1.7 1.05 050 2.10 0.4
C4 138 —-0.32 12 6.4 1.9 1.16 050 2.33 0.0
C4 51 —-0.52 11 5.4 1.9 .12 048 235 0.1
C4 2 —-0.55 12 53 2.2 1.39 050 278 0.0
C4 47 —-1.02 9 3.3 1.9 1.19 045 2.67 0.3
C4 63 -1.78 5 1.3 1.2 1.17 046  2.57 0.5
D1 23 1.63 14 16.7 -0.9 -1.22 056 -2.17 0.1
D1 73 0.70 4 14.9 -3.6 -2.52 049 -5.17 0.1
D1 28 0.16 3 13.2 -3.4 -2.24 054 —4.14 0.4
D1 67 —-0.21 5 11.8 -2.3 -1.39 046 -3.04 0.2

428



Table 47 (Continued)

Bias Calibration Report: Prompt-Examinee Interaction for the Conversation Task

Average
Promp Examinee Abil‘ity Observed Expected observed - Bia}s Error z-score Infit
(logits)  score score  expected (logits) MnSq
raw score
D1 127 —0.68 4 9.7 -1.9 -1.14 049 -2.34 0.1
D2 27 1.43 12 15.5 —-1.2 -1.13  0.50 -2.27 0.5
D2 85 1.36 12 15.4 -1.1 -1.06  0.50 -2.13 0.0
D2 82 1.08 6 14.7 -2.9 —2.03 044 -4.59 0.0
D2 43 0.30 17 12.1 1.7 207 1.01 2.05 0.7
D2 28 0.16 4 11.5 -2.5 -1.54 049 -3.16 0.1
D2 137 0.04 17 10.9 2.0 233  1.01 231 0.6
D2 108 —-0.05 15 10.5 1.5 1.25  0.62  2.00 0.0
D2 52 —-0.10 18 10.3 2.6 3.5 1.74 2.06 0.1
D2 129 —-0.37 2 9.0 -2.3 -1.61  0.65 -2.49 0.3
D2 51 —-0.52 13 8.2 1.6 1.08 0.53 2.05 0.1
D2 50 —-0.70 12 7.3 1.6 1.00  0.50 2.00 0.0
D3 86 1.93 14 16.6 -0.9 -1.15 0.56 -2.04 0.3
D3 60 0.93 9 14.5 -1.8 -1.37 045 -3.06 0.0
D3 65 0.07 16 11.4 1.5 .51  0.73  2.06 0.3
D3 138 —-0.32 4 9.6 -1.9 -1.13 049 231 0.1
D3 129 —-0.37 14 9.4 1.6 1.15 056 2.04 0.3
D4 58 2.99 15 17.4 —-0.8 -1.68 0.62 -2.69 0.0
D4 68 2.46 14 17.0 -1.0 -1.50 0.56 -2.66 0.1
D4 75 2.27 13 16.8 -1.3 -1.61  0.53 -3.05 0.1
D4 23 1.63 10 15.7 -1.9 -1.68 0.46 -3.65 0.3
D4 105 1.60 8 15.7 -2.6 —2.06 044 -4.68 0.4
D4 137 0.04 5 10.4 -1.8 -1.08 046 -2.37 0.2
D4 117 —-0.40 2 8.3 -2.1 -1.48 0.65 -2.28 1.0
D4 51 —-0.52 2 7.7 -1.9 -1.35 0.65 -2.08 0.2
D4 2 —-0.55 13 7.5 1.8 1.21 053 231 0.1
D4 124 —0.68 12 6.9 1.7 1.08 050 2.17 0.0
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APPENDIX H
Examinee Measurement Reports for the Presentation Task
Table 53

Examinee measurement report for Presentation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
17 8.62 1.90 Maximum
19 8.62 1.90 Maximum
58 8.62 1.90 Maximum
75 8.62 1.90 Maximum
89 8.62 1.90 Maximum
92 8.62 1.90 Maximum
35 7.18 1.16 0.80 0.0
64 7.18 1.16 0.68 —0.1
82 7.18 1.16 0.68 —0.1
85 7.18 1.16 0.68 —0.1
87 7.18 1.16 0.68 —0.1
88 7.18 1.16 0.68 —0.1
91 7.18 1.16 0.68 —0.1
22 6.11 0.95 0.26 -1.2
30 6.11 0.95 0.26 -1.2
74 6.11 0.95 0.26 -1.2
76 6.11 0.95 0.83 0.0
86 6.11 0.95 0.26 -1.2
23 5.25 0.90 1.12 0.4
73 5.25 0.90 1.61 0.9
77 5.25 0.90 1.12 0.4
80 5.25 0.90 1.82 1.1
105 5.25 0.90 1.12 0.4
14 4.44 0.91 1.42 0.7
37 4.44 0.91 0.47 -0.6
72 4.44 0.91 0.47 -0.6
78 4.44 0.91 0.47 —0.6
84 4.44 0.91 0.47 -0.6
123 4.44 0.91 1.07 0.3
36 3.57 0.96 0.96 0.2
38 3.57 0.96 0.26 -1.0
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Table 53 (Continued)

Examinee measurement report for Presentation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

40 3.57 0.96 0.26 -1.0
43 3.57 0.96 0.26 -1.0
81 3.57 0.96 0.96 0.2
108 3.57 0.96 0.26 -1.0
113 3.57 0.96 0.26 -1.0
130 3.57 0.96 0.26 -1.0
16 2.61 1.00 0.07 -1.6
26 2.61 1.00 2.17 1.2
33 2.61 1.00 1.49 0.7
34 2.61 1.00 0.07 -1.6
57 2.61 1.00 0.07 -1.6
135 2.61 1.00 0.07 -1.6
31 1.63 0.97 0.55 -0.3
59 1.63 0.97 9.00 4.3
60 1.63 0.97 1.77 1.0
83 1.63 0.97 0.55 -0.3
13 0.73 0.94 3.30 2.0
32 0.73 0.94 0.25 -1.1
45 0.73 0.94 0.83 0.0
56 0.73 0.94 0.83 0.0
62 0.73 0.94 0.25 -1.1
129 0.73 0.94 0.25 -1.1
134 0.73 0.94 0.93 0.1
42 —0.14 0.92 2.46 1.5
52 —0.14 0.92 2.35 1.4
93 —0.14 0.92 0.08 -1.7
118 —0.14 0.92 1.20 0.5
28 —0.95 0.89 1.03 0.3
50 —0.95 0.89 0.35 -0.8
54 —0.95 0.89 0.35 —0.8
109 —0.95 0.89 0.46 -0.5
110 —0.95 0.89 1.37 0.6
111 —0.95 0.89 0.46 -0.5
112 —0.95 0.89 1.03 0.3
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Table 53 (Continued)

Examinee measurement report for Presentation A (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

114 —0.95 0.89 0.46 -0.5
125 —0.95 0.89 2.85 1.8
132 —0.95 0.89 0.35 —0.8
136 —0.95 0.89 1.03 0.3
46 -1.72 0.87 0.86 0.0
47 -1.72 0.87 1.57 0.8
55 -1.72 0.87 0.75 0.0
68 -1.72 0.87 0.17 -1.4
69 -1.72 0.87 0.75 0.0
117 -1.72 0.87 0.86 0.0
122 -1.72 0.87 0.75 0.0
128 -1.72 0.87 1.57 0.8
49 —2.47 0.87 0.09 -1.8
53 —2.47 0.87 0.90 0.1
61 —2.47 0.87 0.09 -1.8
70 —2.47 0.87 2.19 1.4
124 —2.47 0.87 0.90 0.1
126 —2.47 0.87 0.90 0.1
127 —2.47 0.87 0.90 0.1
131 —2.47 0.87 1.49 0.8
51 —4.09 0.96 0.87 0.1
67 —4.09 0.96 0.26 -1.0
66 -5.09 1.04 0.06 -1.6
29 —6.20 1.06 2.19 1.5
63 —7.44 1.21 1.22 0.5
Mean 1.89 1.01 0.94 —0.1
SD 3.85 0.25 1.12 1.1

Note. Separation = 3.54; Reliability of separation index = .93; Fixed chi-square: 1154.4, df = 89,
p <.0l.
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Table 54

Examinee measurement report for Presentation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
17 12.58 2.03 Maximum
19 12.58 2.03 Maximum
76 12.58 2.03 Maximum
89 12.58 2.03 Maximum
16 1.75 1.38 3.01 1.6
22 1.75 1.38 2.53 1.3
58 1.75 1.38 0.14 -0.9
74 1.75 1.38 2.53 1.3
86 1.75 1.38 0.14 -0.9
87 1.75 1.38 0.14 -0.9
88 1.75 1.38 0.14 -0.9
35 9.23 1.12 0.46 —0.6
73 9.23 1.12 0.96 0.2
75 9.23 1.12 0.96 0.2
82 9.23 1.12 0.46 —0.6
85 9.23 1.12 0.96 0.2
92 9.23 1.12 0.46 -0.6
30 8.07 1.05 0.90 0.1
36 8.07 1.05 2.06 1.3
77 8.07 1.05 1.36 0.6
78 8.07 1.05 0.32 -1.0
81 8.07 1.05 1.36 0.6
23 6.97 1.04 2.77 1.7
40 6.97 1.04 0.14 -14
42 6.97 1.04 0.14 -14
80 6.97 1.04 0.14 -14
83 6.97 1.04 0.14 -14
105 6.97 1.04 1.22 0.5
118 6.97 1.04 1.22 0.5
29 5.89 1.04 0.23 -1.1
33 5.89 1.04 0.23 -1.1
38 5.89 1.04 1.08 0.3
64 5.89 1.04 2.17 1.3
72 5.89 1.04 0.23 —1.1
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Table 54 (Continued)

Examinee measurement report for Presentation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abil.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd

84 5.89 1.04 2.17 1.3
108 5.89 1.04 0.23 -1.1
123 5.89 1.04 0.23 -1.1
32 4.79 1.05 1.94 1.2
37 4.79 1.05 0.49 -0.5
45 4.79 1.05 0.64 -0.2
68 4.79 1.05 0.49 -0.5
91 4.79 1.05 0.49 -0.5
122 4.79 1.05 0.49 -0.5
13 3.64 1.09 0.08 -1.5
57 3.64 1.09 1.58 0.8
69 3.64 1.09 2.71 1.5
130 3.64 1.09 0.08 -1.5
14 2.49 1.05 3.07 2.0
56 2.49 1.05 0.85 0.0
60 2.49 1.05 0.37 —0.8
61 2.49 1.05 0.37 —0.8
110 2.49 1.05 0.37 —0.8
128 2.49 1.05 1.32 0.6
129 2.49 1.05 0.37 —0.8
135 2.49 1.05 0.37 —0.8
31 1.39 1.06 0.34 -0.9
43 1.39 1.06 0.34 -0.9
46 1.39 1.06 0.34 -0.9
113 1.39 1.06 0.34 -0.9
134 1.39 1.06 0.86 0.0
28 0.22 1.12 2.86 1.7
34 0.22 1.12 3.92 2.3
52 0.22 1.12 2.53 1.5
62 0.22 1.12 0.17 -1.2
67 0.22 1.12 1.47 0.7
93 0.22 1.12 1.47 0.7
112 0.22 1.12 3.92 2.3
136 0.22 1.12 0.17 -1.2
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Table 54 (Continued)

Examinee measurement report for Presentation B (arranged by ability)

Examinee Abﬂ.ity Error Infit Infit
(logits) (MnSq) ZStd
26 —1.16 1.23 1.56 0.8
55 -1.16 1.23 0.25 -0.9
59 —1.16 1.23 4.00 2.2
111 -1.16 1.23 0.25 -0.9
50 —2.86 1.38 0.27 -0.8
66 —2.86 1.38 0.27 -0.8
109 —2.86 1.38 0.27 -0.8
117 —2.86 1.38 0.27 -0.8
124 —2.86 1.38 0.27 —0.8
126 —2.86 1.38 2.88 1.6
132 —2.86 1.38 0.27 -0.8
47 —4.90 1.46 0.22 -0.8
53 —4.90 1.46 0.22 -0.8
54 —4.90 1.46 0.22 —0.8
70 —4.90 1.46 0.22 —0.8
114 -4.90 1.46 0.22 -0.8
125 -4.90 1.46 0.22 -0.8
127 -4.90 1.46 0.22 -0.8
131 -4.90 1.46 0.22 -0.8
49 —6.93 1.41 1.85 1.2
51 —14.29 1.45 1.93 1.3
63 —16.15 2.02 Minimum
Mean 3.20 1.22 0.97 —0.1
SD 5.80 0.25 1.03 1.1

Note. Separation = 4.52; Reliability of separation index = .95; Fixed chi-square: 1517.7, df = 89,
p <.01.
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APPENDIX I

Content of the Examinees’ Responses to the Conversation Prompts
Table 74

Quality and Quantity of the Examinees’ Responses in the Conversation Task in Proportion

Partially Partially Partially .
Prompt  All Relevant . Ambiguous & All Ambiguous  All Irrelevant N
Ambiguous Irrelevant O Total
Irrelevant ota

Response
Extended Short Extended Short Extended Short Extended Short Extended Short Extended Short ’

B3 15.7% 59.8% 10.8% 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29% 2.0% 1.0% 00% 49% 100%
A3 69.6% 49% 49% 0.0% 29% 00% 0.0% 00% 2.0% 00% 7.8% 3.9% 3.9% 100%
D2 63.7% 10.8% 59% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 39% 39% 39% 20% 59% 100%
D3 63.7% 88% 7.8% 00% 49% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 10% 2.0% 39% 29% 3.9% 100%
C2 44.1% 26.5% 59% 2.0% 39% 00% 0.0% 00% 1.0% 98% 2.0% 1.0% 3.9% 100%
D1 59.8% 59% 17.6% 2.0% 59% 00% 0.0% 00% 1.0% 1.0% 39% 1.0% 2.0% 100%
A2 382% 255% 7.8% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 1.0% 11.8% 98% 3.9% 100%
Al 52.0% 8.8% 10.8% 2.0% 98% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 29% 29% 49% 29% 2.0% 100%
B4 412% 157% 59% 0.0% 10.8% 1.0% 39% 00% 29% 2.0% 49% 29% 88% 100%
B2 43.1% 12.7% 69% 0.0% 39% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 39% 15.7% 69% 49% 100%
Cl 43.1% 88% 7.8% 00% 49% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 20% 49% 18.6% 39% 3.9% 100%
A4 245% 23.5% T7.8% 39% 27.5% 0.0% 69% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 2.0% 1.0% 29% 100%
C3 38.2% 59% 29% 1.0% 1.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 39% 49% 17.6% 11.8% 12.7% 100%
D4 324% 11.8% 16.7% 9.8% 88% 1.0% 39% 1.0% 29% 2.0% 29% 1.0% 59% 100%
Bl 24.5% 18.6% 69% 1.0% 46.1% 0.0% 29% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%
C4 255% 17.6% 59% 39% 13.7% 29% 29% 0.0% 2.0% 49% 10.8% 4.9% 49% 100%

Note. N =102. All relevant means the entire response was relevant to the prompt. Partially ambiguous mean some part of the response
was relevant to the prompt and the other part was ambiguous due to errors. Partially irrelevant means some part of the response was
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relevant to the prompt, but other part was irrelevant to the prompt. All ambiguous and all irrelevant mean the entire response was
ambiguous and irrelevant, respectively. No response means that the examinees produced only fillers or alike, or no speech.
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Table 75

APPENDIX J

Raw Frequency Counts of Subordinating and Coordinating Expressions

Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Frequency Counts of Subordinating Expressions in the Examinees’ Language Samples

Expression  Total Conv Pres Total Total Conv Conv Pres M Pres CA CB CC CD PA PB

Total Total M SD M SD SD Total Total Total Total Total Total
Adverbial Subordination

-node 223 190 33 37.17 4750 1650 16.49 9.01 3.50 38 39 57 56 20 13
-kara 153 130 23 2550 32.50 11.50 17.61 17.67 3.50 24 9 41 56 8 15
Condition -tara 81 62 19 13.50 15.50 9.50 5.56 5.85 0.50 8 24 13 17 10 9
V+hoo 90 89 1 1500 22.25 0.50 14.05 11.76 0.50 6 39 24 20 0 1
-to 38 26 12 6.33 6.50 6.00 249 218 3.00 6 10 6 4 9 3
-temo 42 37 5 7.00 9.25 2.50 6.11 6.30 1.50 2 10 6 19 4 1
-te (adverb) 39 22 17 6.50 5.50 8.50 2.63 1.12 3.50 6 7 4 5 5 12
-toki 28 9 19 4.67 2.25 9.50 411  2.17 2.50 1 6 1 1 7 12
-ba 21 19 2 3.50 4.75 1.00 3.50 3.63 1.00 3 11 2 3 2 0
V +yooni 11 9 1.83 2.25 1.00 1.34 1.30 1.00 1 1 3 4 0 2
-noni 12 9 3 2.00 2.25 1.50 1.53 1.79 0.50 4 1 4 0 1 2
V +ni 9 7 2 1.50 1.75 1.00 1.38 1.48 1.00 1 2 0 4 0 2
-tameni 7 4 3 1.17 1.00 1.50 1.34  1.22 1.50 1 3 0 0 0 3
-nagara 6 0 6 1.00 0.00 3.00 1.53  0.00 1.00 0 0 0 0 2 4
Reason -fe 5 3 2 0.83 0.75 1.00 0.69 043 1.00 1 1 1 0 2 0
-ato 4 3 1 0.67 0.75 0.50 1.11 1.30 0.50 0 0 3 0 0 1
-nara 3 3 0 0.50 0.75 0.00 0.76  0.83 0.00 0 1 2 0 0 0
V + yori 2 2 0 0.33 0.50 0.00 0.75 0.87 0.00 0 0 2 0 0 0
-mae 1 1 0 0.17 0.25 0.00 037 043 0.00 1 0 0 0 0 0
V + mama 1 1 0 0.17 0.25 0.00 037 043 0.00 0 1 0 0 0 0
V + hodo 1 0 1 0.17 0.00 0.50 0.37 0.00 0.50 0 0 0 0 0 1
Subtotal 777 626 151 103 165 169 189 70 81
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Table 75 (Continued)

Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Frequency Counts of Subordinating Expressions

Expression Total Conv Pres Total Total Conv Conv Pres M Pres CA CB CC CD PA PB
Total Total M SD M SD SD Total Total Total Total Total Total
Grammatical Nominalization
koto 66 46 20 11.00 11.50 10.00 3.65 4.39 0.00 13 8 18 7 10 10
no 72 55 17 12.00 13.75 8.50 5.80 593 3.50 10 10 24 11 5 12
Subtotal 138 101 37 23 18 42 18 15 22
Complement Structure
-to omou 596 394 202 99.33 98.50 101.00 1594 16.77 14.00 109 70 103 112 115 87
Comp +ka 10 8 2 1.67 2.00 1.00 094 0.71 1.00 2 3 1 2 2 0
-to iu 6 2 4 1.00 0.50 2.00 1.00 0.50 1.00 1 1 0 0 1 3
-to kiku 3 3 0 0.50 0.75 0.00 .12 1.30 0.00 0 0 0 3 0 0
-to shiru 1 1 0 0.17 0.25 0.00 0.37 043 0.00 0 0 0 1 0 0
-to kangaeru 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
-to shinjiru 1 0 1 0.17 0.00 0.50 0.37 0.00 0.50 0 0 0 0 1 0
-toiu koto 1 0 1 0.17 0.00 0.50 0.37 0.00 0.50 0 0 0 0 1 0
-toiu ka 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
Comp fowa 1 1 0 0.17 0.25 0.00 0.37 043 0.00 0 0 0 1 0 0
-to wakuwakusuru 1 1 0 0.17 0.25 0.00 0.37 0.43 0.00 0 0 0 1 0 0
Subtotal 620 410 210 112 74 104 120 120 90
Relative Clause
Shortrel. 71 48 23 11.83 12.00 11.50 8.09 9.90 0.50 2 28 6 12 11 12
Longrel. 175 58 117 29.17 1450 58.50 23.00 9.63 10.50 31 9 11 7 69 48
Subtotal 246 106 140 33 37 17 19 80 60
Grand total 1781 1243 538 271 294 332 346 285 253

Notes. N =76; V = verb; Comp = complement clause; All Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms and two
presentation test forms; Conv Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms; Pres Token = total token counts from two
presentation test forms. CA, CB, CC, and CD stand for Conversations A—D, respectively. PA and PB stand for Presentations A and B,
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respectively. Long rel. and short rel. stand for long and short relative clauses, respectively. Short relative clauses have only one verb
(predicate) in a modifying clause. Long relative clauses have predicate and other arguments.
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Table 76

Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Frequency Counts of Coordinating Expressions in the Examinees’ Language Samples

Exbpression TotalConV Pres Total Total Conv Conv Pres M Pres CA CB CC CD PA PB
p Total Total M SD M SD SD Total Total Total Total Total Total

Clause-Initial Coordinating Expressions
soshite 259 152 107 43.17 38.00 53.50 1421 1332  9.50 59 26 40 27 44 63
demo 114 88 26 19.00 22.00 13.00 574 424  3.00 18 18 24 28 16 10
nazenara 113 73 40 18.83 18.25 20.00 334 3.90 1.00 18 12 21 22 19 21

dakara 38 29 9 633 725  4.50 1.80  1.48 0.50 5 8 9 7 4 5
ja/soreja 19 19 0 3.17 4.75  0.00 3.80  3.77 0.00 1 4 9 7 0 0
sorekara 18 15 3 3.00 3.75 1.50 1.15 043 0.50 4 4 3 4 1 2

de 16 13 3 2.67 325 1.50 1.11  0.83 0.50 4 4 2 3 2 1

ato 14 13 1 2.33 325  0.50 1.70  1.30 0.50 4 5 2 2 0 1
dewalsoredewa 7 7 0 1.17 1.75  0.00 1.07  0.83 0.00 1 3 2 1 0 0
datte 0 0 0 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0

desukara 5 4 1 0.83 1.00  0.50 0.69 0.71 0.50 2 1 0 1 1 0

dakedo 5 3 2 083 0.75 1.00 1.21 1.30 1.00 0 0 0 3 2 0

nanode 4 0 4 0.67 0.00  2.00 0.94  0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 2 2

sorede 4 4 0 0.67 1.00  0.00 0.47  0.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 0 0

shikashi 4 2 2 0.67 0.50 1.00 0.75  0.50 1.00 0 1 1 0 0 2
shikamo 0 0 0 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
sarani 2 0 2 033 0.00 1.00 0.47  0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 1 1
soreni 2 2 0 033 0.50  0.00 0.75  0.87 0.00 0 0 2 0 0 0

soreka 1 1 0 0.17 0.25  0.00 0.37 043 0.00 0 0 1 0 0 0

desukedo 0 0 0 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0

soreto 1 1 0 0.17 0.25  0.00 0.37 043 0.00 0 1 0 0 0 0
soretomo 1 1 0 0.17 0.25 0.00 037 043 0.00 0 0 0 1 0 0
tsuideni 1 1 0 0.17 0.25  0.00 0.37 043 0.00 1 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 628 428 200 116 88 117 107 92 108

441



Table 76 (Continued)

Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Frequency Counts of Coordinating Expressions

Expression  Total Conv Pres Total Total Conv Conv Pres M Pres CA CB CC CD PA PB
Total Total M SD M SD SD  Total Total Total Total Total Total
Clause-Middle Coordinating Expression
Conjunctive -te 242 92 150 40.33 23.00 75.00 2741 9.87 16.00 19 40 16 17 59 91
Temporal -te 74 43 31 12.33 10.75 15.50 7.74  6.10  9.50 3 20 9 11 6 25
-tari 47 22 25 783 550 12.50 552 512 2.50 12 0 9 1 10 15
Infinitive form 32 4 28 533 1.00 14.00 7.09  1.00 6.00 2 2 0 0 8 20
Temporal -tara 5 3 2 083 075 1.00 0.69  0.83 0.00 0 1 2 0 1 1
-tekara 2 2 0 033 050 0.00 075 0.87  0.00 0 0 0 2 0 0
V + toka (V) 1 1 0 0.17 025 0.00 037 043 0.00 0 1 0 0 0 0
V +ka (V) 1 1 0 0.17 025 0.00 037 043 0.00 0 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal 404 168 236 36 64 37 31 84 152
Clause-Final Coordinating Expressions
-kedo 89 58 31 14.83 14.50 15.50 248  1.66 3.50 15 13 13 17 19 12
-ga 51 29 22 850 7.25 11.00 281 228 2.00 6 5 7 11 13 9
-shi 24 18 6 400 450 3.00 258  2.96 1.00 3 1 9 5 4 2
Subtotal 164 105 59 24 19 29 33 36 23
Grand total 1196 701 495 176 171 183 171 212 283
Clause-Middle Coordinating Expression
Conjunctive -te 298 102 196 49.67 35.6 25.50 10.78 98.00  9.00 20 44 17 21 89 107
Temporal -te 81 48 33 13.50 8.58 12.00 7.65 1650  9.50 3 24 9 12 7 26
-tari 55 28 27 917 6.82 7.00 7.25 1350  2.50 18 0 9 1 11 16
Infinitive form 34 4 30 567 7.78 1.00 1.00 15.00  7.00 2 2 0 0 8 22
Temporal -tara 5 3 2 083 069 0.5 0.83 1.00  0.00 0 1 2 0 1 1
-tekara 2 2 0 033 075 050 0.87 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 2 0 0
V + toka (V) 2 2 0 033 047 050 0.50 0.00 0.00 0 1 0 1 0 0
V +ka (V) 1 1 0 017 037 025 043  0.00 0.00 0 0 1 0 0 0
Subtotal 478 190 288 43 72 38 37 116 172
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Table 76 (Continued)

Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Frequency Counts of Coordinating Expressions

Conv Pres Total Total Conv Conv Pres M Pres CA CB CC CD PA PB
Total Total M SD M SD SD Total Total Total Total Total Total

Clause-Final Coordinating Expressions
-kedo 97 64 33 16.17 2.73 16.00 1.00 16.50 4.50 15 15 17 17 21 12
-ga 59 31 28 983 362 775 2.17 14.00 2.00 8 5 7 11 16 12
-shi 42 29 13 7.00 458 7.25 549  6.50 1.50 5 1 16 7 8 5
Subtotal 198 124 74 28 21 40 35 45 29
Grand total 1351 776 575 194 185 207 190 259 316
Notes. N =81; V = verb; Comp = complement clause; All Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms and two
presentation test forms; Conv Token = total token counts from four conversation test forms; Pres Token = total token counts from two
presentation test forms. CA, CB, CC, and CD stand for Conversations A—D, respectively. PA and PB stand for Presentations A and B,
respectively. Clause-initial coordinating expressions mean independent conjunctions. Clause-middle coordinating expressions mean

coordinating expressions that have non-finite forms. Clause-final coordinating expressions means clause-final conjunctive particles
that have finite forms.

Expression  Total
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