750

10~15

3,000 3
750

30

10 50
10

43 ! 27 20
43 2
5% 3
% 7 16%

1) 2) TOEFL-CBT 280  3)IELTS 85



2 3
10~15
3,000
750
(authentic materials)
Relevance and Adequacy Organization and Coherence

Lexical Use Grammatical Use Effect on the Target
Reader Writer’'s Role passing
criteria

15
EmEditor



5.1
43 7%
)

20 10% 10%
23 4% 0
43 7% 5%

5.2

21 29
5.3
25
43 11 | 26% 17 40% 16% | 12 |28%] 10 (23%]| 24 |56% %




6 2 |33%]| 2 [33%]| 1 |1™% 2 33%| 1 | 17%]| 1 17%]|| 0 | 0%
9 3 |33%]| 7 [ 78%| 1 11% 3 33%)| 3 |33%| 7 | 8% 1 |11%
13 1 8% 3 |23% ]| 2 | 15% 3 23%| 2 |15% | 7 |54%|| 1 | 8%
1 |50%] 1 |50%] 1 |50% 1 50%| 1 |50% ]| 1 |50%| 1 | 50%
2 |33%]| 2 [33%]| 1 |17% 1 17%] 2 | 33%| 4 |67%]| O | 0%
2 |33%]| 2 |[33%]| 1 |17% 2 33%| 1 |17%]| 4 |67%]| 0 | 0%
19 6 2 | 33% 2 | 33% 1 |17% 2 | 33% 1 |17% 1 |17% || O | 0%
20-24 17 3 | 18% 7 | 41% 2 | 11% 5 2% | 4 |24% | 9 |53%]|| 1 | 6%
25-29 8 2 |25% ]| 5 |63%| 2 [25%| 2 |25% | 2 [25% | 6 |75% || 2 | 25%
30-34 3 1 | 33% 1 | 33% 1 | 33% 1 | 33% 1 [33% | 2 |67% ]| O | 0%
35-39 4 0 0% 1 | 25% 1 |[25% O 0% 1 [25% | 3 |75% | 0 | 0%
40-44 3 1 (33% ]| O 0% 0 0% 1 [33%]| O 0% 1 (33%]|] O | 0%
45 2 2 |100%| 1 |50%]| O 0% 1 | 50% 1 |[50% | 2 |100%]| O | 0%




6.1

cutting point

6.2

F+
() F-

25

F+ 25
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+

F— 29
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6.3
quantitative gualitative

range complexity
accuracy

comments
6.3.3

aASSESSOr’'s
6.3.1



range "

. type-token ratio TTR

" / / Collins COBUILD
Word List

complexity | ¢ T-unit

accuracy + Error-free T-unit

. assessor’'s comments

6.3.1

type-token
ratio

Huang 1999; Richards et al. 1992

types Collins COBUILD

Collins COBUILD The Bank of English
Bands 1~5
95% Collins COBUILD Sinclair et al. 1995 680
1,040 75% common grammar words and very
frequent vocabulary items 1,580
3,200 8,100

CollinsCOBUILD

Kennedy & Thorp (2002) I[ELTS

(Biber et al. 1999:; 52-53)
number of separate words
total number of words in the text

Type-token ratio = x100

6



6.3.2

6.3.3

T-unit syntactic complexity of sentences
T-unit Richards et al. Dictionary of Language
Teaching & Applied Linguistics Richards et al. 1992

"...the shortest unit (the Terminable Unit, Minimal Terminal Unit, or T-unit) which a
sentence can be reduced to, and consisting of one independent clause together with
whatever dependent clauses are attached to it. For example, the sentence After she had
eaten, Kim went to bed would be described as containing one T-unit....Compound
sentences contain two or more T-units."

Weigle 2002; Homburg 1984; Hunt 1983  T-unit error-free
T-unit signs of maturity in
syntactic development T-unit error-free T-unit

number of incidences
number of words
2 4
fragment garble

... asurvey on peopl€’s ... has been revealed that ...
Since | am an office worker who needs to work.
I’d like to suggest conducting a new survey geared the service so much.

immediate retrospection



6.4

6.4.1
D I ° 750
789 tokens types 324
type-token ratio 40.8 variety
P
44.8 F+ 42.22 F— 35.3
Types Tokens
P 356 799 44.8
F+ 318 756 42.2
F- 299 812 35.3
324 789 40.8
6.4.2 Collins COBUILD
945% 97% Collins COBUILD
79.4%
16.3% ° =)
18% F—- 12.5% F+ 18.5%
Collins COBUILD
Collins COBUILD
Band5 | Band4 | Band3 | Band?2 Band1 | Bands1-5
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
b 46.7% | 183% | 12.7% 11% 7% _—
77.7% 18%
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
e, | 465% | 175% | 12% 12% | 65% 04 5%
76% 18.5%
= |L4rs% | 2% | 15% 85% | 4% 579%
84.5% 12.5%
46.9% | 193% | 132% | 105% | 58%
95.7%
79.4% 16.3%
5 D | 659 697
® 2003 98%  Collins
COBUILD 88% 10%



F+ E
22% 46.31
F+ D F
16.5% 17% P
6.4.3 T-unit
T-unit 37.6 216
T-unit P
T-unit F+ F-
T-unit
T-unit T-unit
( )1 C )
A 45 17.0
B 38 40 227 19.8
C 37 19.7
D 22 30.1
E E+ 33 35.3 232 232
F 51 16.3
G 43 19.7
H £ 34 373 25.9 219
| 35 16.3
376 216
T-unit
1) A CF G T-unit 16
20 T-unit 37 51
2) D,H T-unit
25 30 error-free units
D

“unnatural and tediously long”



Error-free T-unit

Error-free Error-free

T-unit T-unit
A 17 37.8%
B 16 16 | 40106 | 40.1%
C 15 40.5%
D 4 18.1%
E F+ 1 11 | 333% | 28.9%
F 18 35.3%
G 8 18.6%
H = 4 57 | 11.8% | 14.9%
| 5 14.3%

10.8 27.8%
error-free T-unit T-unit
error-free T-unit
error-free T-unit
40.1% F+ 28.9% F- 14.9%

A B CEF error-free T-unit

D,G H,I 15.7%

individual words or phrases

10

37.8%

fragment or garble



6.4.4

Collins COBUILD . Tunit | Error-free
T-unit .
T-unit
/1l / «( )
P 44.8 77.7% 18% 40 19.8 40.1%
F+ 422 76% 18.5% 35.3 23.2 28.9%
F- 35.3 84.5% 12.5% 37.3 21.9 14.9%
P F F-
1)
2) Error-free T-unit
assessor’'s

comments

6.4.5

6.4.5.1 Relevance and Adequacy

+ Entirely relevant
+ All parts of the task are addressed.

+ Personal opinions are appropriate to the task and effectively stated with an
appropriate number of supporting points given based on the input.

+ Minimum length of the task is mandatory.
situation

11

task requirements



main points personal opinions

1)

2)

3)

6.4.5.2 Organization and Coherence

+ Thetext islogically organized throughout.
+ Appropriate paragraphing
+ Wide and appropriate use of linking devices

appropriate
paragraphing
1)
2)
“Many points are listed but not logically
connected.”
linking devices

mi suse
overuse

(lexical coherence)

12



6.4.5.3 Effect on the Target Reader

+ Reader’sinterest is engaged and sustained throughout.
+ Desired effects on the target reader are achieved.

pragmatics
1)
2) introductory paragraph
introductory paragraph  thesis statement
elaboration support
6.4.5.4 Writer’'s Role

+ Clear and appropriate use of register for the task.
+ Purpose of writing is appropriately stated.

a short paper for an academic
course

register
style shift
pragmatics

6.4.6

1) 6.45.1 6.4.5.2

13



2)

syntax

7.1

43
20

711

hierarchical

30

712

6.4.5.3

modeling

46.5%

13

14

register

pragmatics
semantics



7.2

721

122

mechanics

8.1

Language Use

error-free T-unit

Collins COBUILD

8.2

immediate retrospection

15

T-unit



8.3

Language Use

8.4

8.5

mechanics

hierarchical

8Clapham(1996) IELTS

16

modeling

pragmatics



(oral presentation)

interlocutor
Pronunciation
Relevance & Adequacy Lexica Use
Grammatical Use Fluency Coherence

17



5.1
511

7 16% 2
5%
200 13% 10% 0%
20 47% 4 20% 2 10%
23 53% 3 13% 0 0%
6|6 100%f 0 0% |3 50%|5 8% |5 8% |1 17%|| 0 0%
9|8 8% |5 56%|5 56% |4 44% |5 56% |4 44%]|| 2 22%
13111 8% | 2 15%|8 62% |8 62% |8 62% |7 54%| 1 8%
2|2 100%| 1 50%|2 100% | 2 100% |2 100%| 1 50%]|| 1 50%
6|6 100%| 1 17%|3 50% | 1 17% |3 50% |3 50%]|| 1 17%
6|6 8%| 3 50%|5 8% |3 50% |4 67% |3 50%|| 2 33%

18

33%
22%

50%



17%

8%
19
19 6|6 100%] 0 0% | 3 50%| 5 83%| 5 83%| 1 17%| O 0%
20-24 17115 88% | 2 12%| 9 53%| 10 59%| 11 65%)| 8 47%]|| 2 12%
25-29 8|7 88%|5 63%| 6 75%| 3 38%| 5 63%| 4 50%| 2 25%
30-34 3|3 100%| 2 67%| 2 67%| 1 33%| 3 100%|] 1 33%]|| 1 33%
35-39 413 75%| 1 25%]| 3 75%| 1 25%]| 2 50%| 1 25%| O 0%
40-44 3|3 100%| 1 33%| 1 33%| 1 33%| 1 33%| 2 67%| 1 33%
45 2|2 100%| 1 50%| 2 100%] 2 10094 1 50%| 2 100%|| 1 50%
43139 91% |12 28%| 26 60%| 23 53%| 28 65%| 19 44%|| 7 16%
20 24 17 40%
45 100%
50% 2
19

19



5.2

521
cut-off point
5.2.2
24 | A 2 | E
43 | B 39 | F
30 29.5
27 | C 2| G
26 | D 35 | H
523
30 10
independent

= Collins Cobuild
Bands 1~-5

vocabulary items®
75%

The Bank of English

2,000

"common grammar words and very frequent

word band
1,500

11,300

20

(low-frequency words)

Collins Cobuild



" Longman Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, 1999, p.
53 type-token ratio

LMC
Chandler, Longman Group UK Ltd., 1989
lexical range
=  Foster, Tonkyn, and Wigglesworth 2000 "subordination is frequently used
as ameasure of complexity" Foster et al., 2000, p. 366

spoken text Foster et al. (p. 365) AS-Unit theAnaysis
of Speech Unit: "An AS-unit is a single speaker's utterance consisting of an
independent clause, or sub-clausal unit, together with any subordinate clauses(s)
associated with either.” AS-Unit AS-Unit
AS-Unit
complexity of sentence structure

AS-Unit

salf-correction

Oliveira, 2002 Ya silent pause
05 ( 05 )

5.24

21



Collins Cobuild Word List

1-5

Band 5 Band 4 Band 3 Band 2 Band 1
< >
A 154 53 24 19 8 258
B 174 58 55 40 21 348
C 186 73 48 38 29 374
D 223 62 42 27 30 384
_________ 184.25 61.50 42.25 31.00 22.00 341.00
72% 12% 16%
E 140 32 21 16 12 221
F 182 53 57 32 24 348
G 162 41 31 22 18 274
H 219 75 40 35 26 395
_________ 175.75 50.25 37.25 26.25 20.00 309.50
73% 12% 15%
high frequency words

22

Bands

341vs. 309.50 22.00
vs. 20.00 31.00vs 26.25 42.25vs. 37.25 61.50vs 50.25 184.25vs. 175.75



LMC

Average
Type/Token Ratio _
Type/Token Ratio
A 268/1053= .25
B 362/1084= .33
362/1220= .30
C 421/1220= .34
D 397/1522= .26
E 233/707= .32
F 375/1182= .31
330/1127= .29
G 298/997= .29
H 416/1621= .25
25
A H 34 C
32 E
287
E F

23



AS-Unit

AS-Unit

20

47%




7.1

1.2

30

face validity

(0.5

(presentation) (30
(presentation) (10
(questions and answers)

(questions and answers)

25

30



Score

Focus Pass
Relevance and + Entirely relevant
Adequacy + All parts of the task are addressed
+ Personal opinions are appropriate to the task and effectively stated
with an appropriate number of supporting points given based on the
input
¢+ Minimum length of the task is mandatory
Coherence and + Textis logically organized throughout
Organization ¢+ Appropriate paragraphing
+ Wide and appropriate use of linking devices
Lexical Use
+ Range + Effective use of a wide range of vocabulary

+ Appropriateness | ¢ Vocabulary is used appropriately and errors are rare

Grammatical Use
+ Range + Effective use of a wide range of structures
¢+ Accuracy + Structures are used accurately and appropriately and errors are rare

Effect on the Target | ¢ Reader’s interest is engaged and sustained throughout
Reader + Desired effects on the target reader are achieved

Writer’s Role + Clear and appropriate use of register for the task
+ Purpose of writing is appropriately stated

*Plagiarism: More than three consecutive words are copied from the input without appropriate quotation.

Non-ratable compositions
A composition is considered "non-ratable" when

. the length is shorter than 250 words, or

" the content istotally irrelevant, or

" the content is apparently a copy or memorization from other known materials, or
" the handwriting is completely unintelligible.

Non-ratable compositions will receive a final grade of "Fail" and grades for the subcategories
will not be reported.

26



10.

11.

12.

13.

(topic)

Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 1

Phase 2

10~13

Phase 2

27

()

reading text




Criteria Description

Pronunciation

estress +The candidate is able to produce entirely accurate utterances and
erhythm sounds with appropriate stress, and natural rhythm, and intonation.
eintonation

eindividual sounds

Relevance and Adequacy |*The discourse is relevant to the task, and the contribution is more

than adequate to complete the task.

Lexical Use
erange +The candidate is able to use a wide range of vocabulary to effectively
eappropriateness complete the tasks. Lexis is used appropriately. Errors are rare.

Grammatical Use

erange +The candidate is able to use a wide range of structures to complete
eaccuracy each task accurately, appropriately and effectively. Errors are rare
Fluency +The candidate is able to keep communication flowing smoothly with

minimal hesitation.

Coherence o ) )
+The contribution is logically organized throughout a task.

The candidate has to pall all the six criteria in order to pass the superior speaking test.

28



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

(presentation)

(presentation)

(questions and answers)

()

(questions and answers)
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