199 194 32

194
24.39
45%
105
verbal input 250
60
interpret non-verbal input
250
45
1 5
Relevance and Adequacy Coherence and Organization
Lexical Use Grammatical Use
3
80%
1.
1.1
194 4
1 2 3 35
18%

5 0 0 0%

4 10 10 5%

3 (Pass) 25 35 18%

2 87 122 63%

1 72 194 100%




Relevancy & Adequacy

Coherence & Organization 2.19 2.27
Lexical Use Grammatical Use —1.89 1.98
2.34 2.36 2.10 1.99
2.39 2.41 2.20 2.09
2.19 2.27 1.89 1.98
48 12
— 20~29
25~29 35~39
2.00
14 10 5% 1.90 1 10%
15~19 50 26% 1.88 8 16%
20~24 56 29% 1.88 7 13%
25~29 33 17% 2.00 11 33%
30~34 22 11% 1.59 3 14%
35~39 10 5% 2.00 3 30%
40~44 7 4% 1.29 1 14%
45 6 3% 2.17 1 17%
14
14

“Relevancy & Adequacy”
“Coherence & Organization”



194 2.63

56% 26 1.93
36% 36
1.86 17% /
36 1.86 6 17%
28 1.69 3 10%
14 1.93 5 36%
12 1.75 1 8%
16 2.63 9 56%
22 1.56 3 14%
1.2
90%
1.3
194 1.89 1.98
18% 23%
p 0.05 0.79
Many-Facet Rasch Tasks Measurement Separation

.71 Reliability 0.33 Significance 0.08

% %

5 | | 1% 2 2 %

4 0 . 6% 1 13 7%

3 24 35 18% 31 44 23%

2 90 125 64% 87 131 68%

] 69 194 100% 63 194 100%
189 1.98

0.79




Obsvd Obsvd Obsvd Fair-M | Model | Infit  Outfit |
Score Count Average Avrage | Measure S.E.|MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd | N TASKS

4473 1060 4.2 400 | .80 .03 1.0 0 09 -1 |22
4404 1065 4.1 392 | 87 03]1.0 0 1.0 0 |11
4438.5 1062.5 4.2 3.96 | .83 .03 1.0 -0.2 1.0 -0.8 | Mean (Count: 2)
345 25 0.0 0.04| .04 .00 (0.0 0.5 0.0 0.6]S.D.

RMSE (Model) .03 Adj S.D. .02 Separation .71 Reliability .33
Fixed (all same) chi-square: 3.0 d.f.: 1 significance: .08

2.
2.1
3
range complexity
accuracy

2.2

2.2.1
A 4 4 4 4 4
B 4 4 4 4 4
C 3 3 3 3 3
D 3 3 3 3 3
E 2 2 2 2 2
F 2 2 2 2 2
G 1 1 1 1 1
H 1 1 1 1 1




222

223

type-token ratio

variety Huang, 1999; Richards,
Platt & Weber, 1985

number of separate words
total number of words in the text

Type-token ratio= 100

“have” “has” “have” “has”
two tokens “have” “has” “to have”
one type
types Collin’s
COBUILD Collin’s COBUILD frequent
words Bands 1~5
95%
Collin’s COBUILD 680 1,040
75% all English usage the
core vocabulary of the English language 1,580
3,200 8,100
Collin’s COBUILD,
2001

Collin’s COBOULD

T-Unit linguistic complexity of
sentences T-Unit J. Richards et al.
Dictionary of Applied Linguistics J. Richards, 1985

"..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."

S. C. Weigle, 2002; E. Homburg, 1984; E. Barham et al.,
1979; F. O’Hare, 1971; J. C. Mellon, 1969; R. O’Donnell et al., 1967; K. Hunt,
1965 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 people’s ... hasbeen revealed that ...
Snce | am an office worker who needs to work.
I"d like to suggest conducting a new survey geared the service so much.

23
2.3.1
G 250
types 153 300
tokens 51 G 180
50
variety

Types Tokens

4 150 293 515
50.5
148 299 49.5
3 157 303 51.9
49.7
176 371 47.6
2 148 288 513
493
169 349 48.4
58.1
1 143 263 585 G
135 239 57.7 49.4
&
153 300 51.0




2.3.2 Collin’s COBOULD

98% Collin’s
COBOULD T77% 11% 10%
COBOULD
95% 75% 3 4
1 2
Collin’s COBUILD

4 72% 14% 10% 95%
75% 12% 10% 97%

78% 10% 11% 99%

3 76% 12% 12% 99%
78% 12% 10% 100%

81% 11% 9% 100%

2 77% 13% 7% 97%
78% 11% 9% 98%

79% 9% 11% 99%

1 73% 13% 10% 95%
76% 11% 10% 97%

79% 9% 11% 99%

12%~14%
9~11% elicit
Collin’s COBUILD
72~74% 12~14% 7~12% 96%
78~81% 9~11% 9~11% 99%




2.3.3 T-Unit

T-Unit 16.8 18.6
4 1 T-Unit 14.8 12.8
20 3 2 T-
Unit 19.0 20.5 3 18.1
2 15.8
T-Unit
T-Unit T-Unit
4 15.5 14.8 18.8 20.4
14.0 22.0
3 17.5 19.0 18.2 18.1
20.5 18.0
2 17.5 20.5 16.7 15.8
23.5 14.9
1 13.5 12.8 19.5 20.0
12.0 20.6
16.8 18.6
T-unit T-unit
4
1
4 successful attempt 1
unsuccessful attempt
error-free T-Units 46%
22% 17% 6%
Error-Free T-Unit
Error-free T-Unit  Error-free
T-Unit
4 7.5 49.5% 46
6.5 43.0% %
3 45 20.5% 17
3.0 14.0% %
2 4.5 21.5% 22
5.5 23.5% %
1 1.0 8.5%
6%
0.5 3.0%




error-free T-unit

error-free T-unit

individual words or phrases

20
25~29

2.03 1.86

14

2

2

error-free T-unit

20

2.19 227

191

30

1.89

error-free T-unit

fragment or garble

2.00

1.98

3



1.9

2.00 10%
4.2
COBOULD
/
80

Type-Token COBOULD T-Unit T-Unit EEFOIrJ—F'ree

. -Units

Ratio / /

4 50.5 75% 12% 10% 14.8 204 46%

3 49.7 78% 11% 10% 19.0 18.1 17%

2 49.3 78% 11% 9% 20.5 15.8 22%

1 49 4% 76% 11% 8% 12.8 20.0 6%

* G
4.3
T-Unit
error-free T-Unit 1
2 3
T-Unit T-Unit 20
linking devices 1
T-Unit 3 T-Unit 18.1 15.8
error-free T-Unit 3
2

10
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5.
1.
2.
/
Interlocutor Assessor Interlocutor
Assessor
3.
Hughes, 1989;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996
1 5
Hughes, 1989, p. 110
Pronunciation Relevance &
Adequacy Lexical Use Grammatical Use
Fluency Coherence
4.

Interlocutor Assessor
standardization

11



6.1
6.1.1

3

2.54

Interlocutor Assessor
194
31 discrepancy rate 16%
84%
2.54
2.53
15 19
80 41% 2.53
114 59% 2.54
14 10 5% 2.40
15-19 50 26% 2.68
20-24 56 29% 2.57
25-29 33 17% 2.58
30-34 22 11% 2.45
35-39 10 5% 2.40
40-44 7 4% 2.00
45 6 3% 2.17
3 75
2
110
%
5 5 5 3%
4 28 33 17%
3 42 75 39%
2 110 185 95%
1 9 194 100%

12



3.25 75% 2.58
39%
36 2.58 39%
28 2.21 25%
14 2.36 29%
12 2.00 &%
16 3.25 75%
22 241 32%
14 3.50 3.00 2.90 3.10 2.90 2.90 30%
15-19 346 3.01 3.10 3.10 3.31 3.09 48%
20-24 3.27 3.02 2.83 2.61 3.16 3.10 41%
25-29 332 3.18 2.97 2.71 3.24 3.20 39%
30-34 2.95 3.23 2.86 245 2.82 3.00 27%
35-39 3.30 3.10 3.10 2.60 3.20 3.30 40%
40-44 2.57 2.57 3.00 2.29 2.57 243 14%
45 2.67 2.50 2.67 2.17 2.83 2.33 17%
3.25 3.03 2.93 2.73 3.12 3.04 39%
15-19 48%
14

13



6.2
6.2.1

6.2.2

3.31 3.11 2.81 2.58 3.17 3.14
3.07 2.71 2.50 2.18 2.68 2.71
2.93 2.93 2.86 2.43 3.00 2.86
242 2,67 242 2.08 2.58 3.00
3.97 3.81 3.81 3.53 4.13 3.59
3.05 3.05 3.05 2.55 2.95 3.09
cutting point
1 5

N |W[h W

14



6.2.3

independent
* Collins Cobuild The Bank of English
Bands 1~5
2,000 "common grammar words
and very frequent vocabulary items" word band
75% 1,500
11,300
(low-frequency words)
Collins Cobuild
Longman Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English,
1999, p. 53 type-token ratio
Nation Nation, 1996
lexical range
Foster, Tonkyn, and Wigglesworth 2000 "subordination is

frequently used as a measure of complexity" Foster et al., 2000, p. 366

spoken text Foster et al. (p. 365) AS-Unit the
Analysis 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 complexity
of sentence structure

AS-Unit
self-correction

6.2.4

15



Collins Cobuild Word List
Band 5 | Band4 | Band 3 Band 2 | Band 1
< >
70 10 5 4 2
5 77% 11% 5% 4% 2% 91
93% 7%
123 23 3 10 3
4 76% 14% 1% 6% 1% 81
92% 8%
155 29 16 8 5
3 73% 14% 8% 4% 2% 107
94% 6%
97 20 6 5 2
2 75% 15% 5% 4% 2% 65
95% 5%
3
80 4 5
3 4 5 3
5 4 5
3 3 4
—low
frequency words
Nation
Type/Token Average Ratio Average Ratio
Type/Token
5 115/302 115/302 38 38
109/250 44
4 98215 103.5/232.5 16 45
120/404 30
3 115/322 117.5/363 36 33
67/213 31
2 1047202 85.5/207.5 7 41
2 3
4 5 40 4 5
3 2

16



6.2.5

5
5 5
5 2
3
2 2
AS-Unit
AS-Unit
AS-Unit
AS-Unit AS-Unit
5 24 24 11.8 11.8
17 13
4 2 15 34 13.2
21 11.6
3 1 21 0.8 11.2
12 104
2 3 12 55 7.8
AS-Unit AS-Unit
3 5 11
2 AS-Unit 10.4
COIlnS | ¢ ting
Average | Average
Type/Token| Ratio | AS-Unit
5 93% 7% 115/302 38 24 11.8
4 92% 8% 103.5/232.5 45 15 13.2
3 94% 6% 117.5/363 33 21 11.2
2 95% 5% 85.5/207.5 41 12 7.8

17



7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

an

construct validity
1991 19

O'Sullivan, Weir,
d Saville, 2002
Providing personal information (Present, Past)

* Expressing opinions

* Elaborating

+ Justifying opinions

* Staging

* Describing (sequence of events, scene, objects, people)
* Summarizing

* Expressing preference

+ Agreeing/Disagreeing

* Reporting what people say

* Reciprocating

* Deciding/Bringing to a close

O'sullivan et al. 2002 "Using observation checklists to validate
speaking-test task"

18



8.1

Informational Functions Part] | PartIl | PartIII
Providing Present v v
personal Past v v
information Future
Expressing opinions v v v
Elaborating v v v
Justifying opinions v v
Comparing v v v
Speculating v v v
Staging v v
Sequence of events v
Describing Objects v v
People v
Summarizing v
Suggesting v v
Expressing preferences v v
Interactional Functions

Agreeing v
Disagreeing
Modifying
Asking for opinions
Persuading
Asking for information
Making and responding to requests v
Reporting what people say v v
Conversational repair

Checking understanding v

Indicate understanding v
Neootiati Establish common ground

egotiating ——
meaning Ask for clarification v

Correct utterance

Respond to request for v

clarification

Managing I nteraction
Reciprocating v
Deciding/Bringing to a close v v

Adapted from O'Sullivan et al., 2002
194 191
98%
91%

19




Part 11, Information Exchange
Part III, Presentation

9.1
9.1.1

low-
frequency words

face validity

9.2

accuracy

20



1

3 (Pass)

5

¢ Parts of the task are
not addressed or are
unclear. The content
is inadequate or lacks
relevance.

¢ The text lacks logical
organization and
coherence which may
lead to confusion.

¢ The range of
vocabulary is
inadequate to
complete the tasks
and/or lexical items
are often used
inappropriately.

4 Structures used are
often inaccurate
and/or inappropriate.

¢ All parts of the task
are clearly addressed.
The content is
relevant and
adequate.

¢ The text is coherent
and logically
organized in general.

¢ The range of
vocabulary is
adequate to complete
the tasks and lexical
items are used
appropriately most of
the time.

¢ Structures used are
accurate and
appropriate for the
most part.

¢ All parts of the task
are effectively
addressed. The entire
content is relevant
and more than
adequate.

¢ The text is coherent
and logically
organized
throughout.

¢ A wide range of
vocabulary is used to
complete the tasks
effectively.

¢ A wide range of
structures is used to
complete the tasks
accurately,
appropriately and
effectively.

*plagiarism: more than three consecutive words are copied from the Task 1 input

without appropriate quotation

Non-ratable compositions

A composition is considered "non-ratable" when
¢ the length is shorter than 80 words, or
¢ the content is totally irrelevant, or

¢ the content has apparently been copied or memorized from other known materials,

or

¢ the handwriting is completely unintelligible.

21
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191

Task 1

Task 1

Task 1

Task 1

Task 1

Task 1

(48%)
(48%)
( 4%)
( 1%)

(7%)
(32%)
(58%)
( 3%)

( 8%)
(79%)
(13%)
( 0%)

( 5%)
(57%)
(38%)
( 1%)

( 4%)
(54%)
(37%)
( 6%)

(29%)
(48%)
(20%)
( 3%)

22
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Task 2

Task 2

Task 2

Task 2

Task 2

(47%)
(48%)
( 5%)
( 1%)

(42%)
(49%)
( 9%)
( 1%)

(20%)
(60%)
(17%)
( 2%)

( 6%)
(70%)
(21%)
( 3%)

(23%)
(53%)
(20%)
( 4%)
( 1%)

23



1 3 (Pass) 5
eUtterancesare eUtterancesare +The candidate has no
frequently intelligibleand problemswith either

unintelligible and
incomprehensible.

+Contributionsare
frequently irrelevant,
and inadequate.

+Therange, accuracy and
appropriateness of
language used is
inadequate.

*The candidate doesn't
speak with ease.

*The candidate doesn't
speak coherently in
extended turns.

compr ehensible.

+Contributionsare
relevant, and
adequate.

+Therange, accuracy
and appropriateness
of language used is
adequate.

+*Thecandidate
generally speakswith
ease.

+The candidate speaks
coherently in
extended turns.

sounds or utterances.

+Contributionsareboth
relevant and morethan
adequate.

+Therange, accuracy and
appropriateness of
language used is more
than adequate.

+The candidate speaks
fluently with minimal
hesitations.

*Speech isvery well-
organized in extended
turns.

24




Criteria Score 1 3 (Pass) 5
+lnaccuraciesin +Comprehensible +The candidateisable
individual sounds utteranceswith easily to produce entirely
_ sometimes recognizable sounds, accur ate utter ances
Pronunciation . .
estress prevent appropriate stress, and sour_ldswnh
. communication. rhythm, and appropriate stress,
rhythm . .
o . intonation. and natural rhythm,
Iintonation . . . .
eindividual ¢Inappropriate use 0I.naccuraC|_&cand and intonation.
sounds of stress, rhythm, inappropriateness

and intonation
sometimes
prevents
communication.

may sometimes occur,
but these never
prevent
communication.

*The discourse

*Thediscourseisalmost

*Thediscourseis

Relevance and lacksrelevanceto entirely relevant tothe relevant toth_etask,
Adequacy thetask, a_lnd _the task, gnd _the_ and the contribution
contribution is contribution is ismorethan
inadequate. adequate to complete adequateto
the task. complete the task.
+Therange of +Therange of +The candidateisable
vocabulary is vocabulary is to use awiderange
Lexical Use inadequate to adequate to complete of vogabulary to
erange completethe the tasks. effectively com_pl_ete
eappropriateness tasks. . the tasks. Le>§|s is
+Vocabulary is +There may be some used appropriately.
frequently used inappropriate use of Errorsarerare.

inappropriately.

vocabulary.

*Too limited a

+An adequate range of

*The candidateisable

range of structuresto complete touseawiderange
Grammatical Use | structuresfor task the tasks. of structuresto
erange completion. complete each task
*accuracy eUtterancesare +There may be some accur ately,
frequently used inaccur ate structures. appropriately and
inaccur ately. effectively. Errors
arerare
eUnnecessary +The candidate keeps +Thecandidateisable
hesitation communication to keep
Fluency interfere.ewi_th rov_ving; howe\_/er, communication
communication hesitations which do flowing smoothly
and puts stresson not affect with minimal
the listener. communication may hesitation.
sometimes occur .
+The +The contribution is +The contribution is
Coherence contribution logically organized in logically organized
lackslogical general. throughout the task.

or ganization.

Passing score: 3 or above in every category.

25
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(1

5%)

(61%)

2

(1

2%)
(3%)

9%)

(76%)

(5

(

7o)
(1%)

) (21%)

91/08/24 & 25

)(79%)

) (24%)

)(76%)

(35%)
(56%)
(9%)

(0%)

(14%)

(7%)

(45%)
(34%)

(26%)

(4%)

(53%)
(17%)

Part II, Information Exchange

Part III, Presentation
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(N=191)

15%

56%

27%
1%

23%
70%
7%
0%

30%
70%

21%
79%

35%
52%
13%

10%

46%

39%
4%

31%

46%
18%
4%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

14%

64%
19%
3%

17%
79%
3%
1%

16%
84%

26%
74%

36%
58%
7%

16%

45%

31%
9%

22%
57%
17%
4%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%
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(8%)
(66%)
(22%)
(4%)

(25%)
(68%)
(7%)

(1%)

(24%)
(65%)
(11%)

(1%)

(9%)
(57%)
(32%)

(2%)

(12%)
(54%)
(27%)
(7%)

(77%)
(21%)
(2%)

Part I, Warm-Up Introduction

Part II, Information Exchange

Part III, Presentation
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13%
57%

26%
4%

30%

61%
9%
0%

30%
61%
9%
0%

16%
63%

21%
0%

14%
51%
24%
10%

83%
17%
0%

%

%

%

%

%

%

5%
72%
20%

3%

21%
71%
6%
2%

20%
67%
12%

1%

5%
54%
39%

2%

10%
56%
28%
6%

74%
23%
3%

%

%

%

%

%

%
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