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Developing	CBT	speaking	test	of	English	as	a	Lingua	Franca	
Presentation	at	IATEFL	Birmingham,	16	April	2016	

	
	
Slide	
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Good	morning.	 	
	
This	is	a	report	on	the	development	of	a	new	computer-based	speaking	test	of	English	as	a	
Lingua	Franca,	or	ELF.	 	
	
The	Presenters	 are…	 I’m	Yumi	Hato.	 This	 is	 Katsunori	 Kanzawa.	And	Yasushi	 Tsubota.	We	
teach	English	at	Kyoto	Institute	of	Technology,	Japan.	And	this	is	Haruhiko	Mitsunaga.	He	is	
a	psychometrician	teaching	at	Shimane	University.	And	Nic	Underhill.	He’s	been	working	as	
a	consultant	to	our	project	for	the	past	three	years.	
	

2	 	
In	 fact,	 it	 took	 us	 almost	 2	 years	 to	 design	 the	 speaking	 test	 and	 develop	 the	
computer-based	test-administration	system	and	the	online	rating	system.	 	
	
The	first	large-scale	test-administration	was	in	January,	2015,	when	all	the	1st-year	students	
of	our	university	took	the	test,	with	some	anchor	examinees	who	took	all	the	versions	of	the	
test	that	were	administered	on	that	occasion.	They	helped	equate	the	versions.	 	
	
The	 second	 test-administration	was	 in	December,	2015,	when	all	 the	1st-year	 students	 in	
the	following	academic	year	took	the	test.	
	
As	you	see,	this	is	a	long-term	and	pretty	large-scale	project	involving	many	different	stages.	
So,	 we	 have	 a	 lot	 to	 talk	 about.	 But	 today,	 we’d	 like	 to	 focus	 our	 discussion	 on	 the	 ELF	
nature	of	the	test.	
	

3	 	
To	 be	 more	 specific,	 we’d	 like	 to	 talk	 about	 the	 test	 specification,	 focusing	 on	 the	 test	
purpose,	task	types,	rating	scales	and	test	marking,	as	well	as	some	preliminary	results,	and	
future	plans	and	challenges.	 	
	
The	most	important	information	about	the	test	is	in	the	document	‘Test	Specification’.	Can	
everybody	 see	 a	 copy?	 We’ve	 also	 distributed	 a	 paper-version	 sample	 test	 with	 some	
explanation	 in	 Japanese	 for	 the	 students	 who	 take	 the	 test.	 Those	 documents	 are	 also	
available	on	the	website	of	our	project	shown	in	the	slide.	
	

4	 	
First,	we’d	 like	to	tell	you	about	the	test	purpose.	Could	you	 look	at	Section	1	of	 the	Test	
Specification?	 	
	
The	 first	 purpose	 of	 the	 test	 is	 to	 assess	 to	 what	 extent	 each	 student	 has	 acquired	 the	
speaking	ability	in	English	required	to	actively	participate	in	the	21st	century	global	society.	 	
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However,	 for	 this	 test	 in	 particular,	what	 is	more	 important	 for	 us	 is	 to	 create	 a	 positive	
washback	on	students’	attitudes	to	learning	and	using	English.	 	
	
To	put	it	more	concretely,	we	hope	that	by	administering	this	test	periodically	on	campus,	
we’ll	be	able	 to	send	a	message	 that	 speaking	 is	as	 important	as	 the	other	core	 language	
skills,	and	that	speaking	is	not	limited	to	“Hello!	How	are	you?”-type	daily	conversation,	but	
is	a	serious	communication	mode	essential	to	succeed	in	today’s	global	society.	 	
	
We	also	wanted	 to	 send	a	message	 that	 students	are	 learning	English	 for	 communication	
between	 non-native	 speakers	 as	well	 as	with	 native	 speakers,	 and	 even	 at	 this	moment,	
students	are	users	of	ELF,	of	equal	status	to	native-speaker	ELF	users.	 	
	
Therefore,	students	should	not	be	so	concerned	about	meeting	native-speaker	norms,	and	
they	 should	 be	 creative	 users	 of	 their	 language	 resources	 and	 confidently	 convey	 their	
messages.	
	
Further,	we	 also	want	 our	 students	 to	 be	 ready	 to	 speak	without	 preparation,	 as	 spoken	
interaction	is	normally	spontaneous.	
	
So,	these	are	the	messages	we	want	to	convey	to	our	students	through	this	speaking	test.	
We	actually	think	that	the	test	may	send	a	stronger	message	than	simply	raising	students’	
awareness	of	“what’s	ELF?”	
	
As	 you	 see,	 these	 purposes	 are	 closely	 related	 to	 test	 validity.	 We	 wanted	 to	 create	 a	
speaking	 test	 that	 reflects	 the	 reality	 of	 English	 use	 and	 the	way	 our	 students	 should	 be	
coping	with	that	reality.	
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Finally,	 this	 test	also	acts	as	a	 feasibility	 study	 for	 introducing	a	 speaking	component	 into	
the	entrance	examinations	of	our	university’s	post-graduate	programmes.	 	
	
For	this	practical	purpose,	we	gave	up	the	 idea	of	developing	a	face-to-face	type	speaking	
test	at	an	early	stage,	and	decided	to	establish	a	CBT	administration	system	and	an	online	
rating	system.	
	

7	 	
On	 the	 basis	 of	 the	 test	 purposes,	 and	 students’	 current	 ability	 and	 future	 needs,	 we	
carefully	defined	the	constructs	or	what	to	test,	as	shown	in	the	slide.	It’s	also	in	Section	3	
of	the	Test	Specification.	 	
	
As	you	 see,	 it	 closely	 reflects	how	we	see	ELF.	 It’s	 about	 solving	problems	or	 coping	with	
crises	by	maximizing	 the	use	of	one’s	 existing	 linguistic	 resources.	 Therefore,	 our	 focus	 is	
not	 on	 the	 proximity	 to	 native-speaker	 norms	 but	 on	 the	 efficiency	 of	 the	 language,	 or	
strategies	and	confidence	of	the	language	users.	 	
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8	 Now,	we’d	like	to	move	on	to	talk	about	Task	Types.	Could	you	look	at	a	table	of	task	types	
in	Section	6	of	the	Test	Specification?	 	
	
There	are	nine	tasks	in	this	test,	and	the	task	types	are	the	same	in	each	version	of	the	test.	

9	 	
Part	 1	 consists	 of	 Tasks	 1,	 2	 and	 3,	 where	 students	 talk	 about	 a	 photo	 or	 compare	 two	
photos.	There	are	Sample	Questions	on	the	Sample	Test	we	distributed.	 	
	

10	

|	

15	

	

	
Now,	I’d	like	you	to	listen	to	an	example	of	Task	1.	 	
	
[Play	Task	1	in	the	slide]	Imagine	who	the	owner	of	these	shoes	is	and	why	they	are	here?	

Talk	for	45	seconds.	Pi,	Pi,	Pi,	Pi—n	
	
Here,	 students	 are	 required	 to	 think	 creatively	 while	 using	 the	 language	 to	 demonstrate	
their	 ideas	coherently.	 It’s	quite	a	demanding	task,	but	we	hope	this	kind	of	task	will	help	
students	realize	that	speaking	English	is	not	limited	to	casual	uses	and	that	they	have	to	be	
prepared	to	use	the	language	spontaneously	to	solve	cognitively	demanding	problems.	
	

16	 	
In	Part	2,	there	are	two	sets	of	tasks.	 	
	
In	Task	4,	students	listen	to	and	summarise	a	dialogue	that	presents	two	opposing	points	of	
view,	and	in	Task	5,	they	have	to	support	one	of	them	and	justify	their	decision.	 	
	
In	Tasks	6	and	7	similarly,	students	listen	to	a	dialogue	about	a	problem,	summarise	it	and	
then	suggest	a	solution.	
	
In	both	sets	of	tasks,	the	dialogue	serves	as	a	prompt	for	responses,	and	we	also	see	it	as	a	
medium	for	sending	washback	messages.	So,	the	topics	dealt	with	and	the	problems	to	be	
solved	are	the	ones	our	students	are	likely	to	face	when	they	use	English	as	a	lingua	franca.	
And	the	participants	in	the	conversation	are	native	speakers	and	non-native	speakers	from	
different	cultural	backgrounds,	including	Japanese.	 	
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Further,	 the	 dialogues	 are	 actually	 recorded	 by	 English-speaking	 and	 Japanese-speaking	
teachers	 of	 English	 working	 at	 our	 university	 and	 some	 postgraduate	 overseas	 students	
from	such	countries	as	Malaysia	and	Italy.	 	
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Part	3	of	the	test	consists	of	Tasks	8	and	9,	where	students	are	given	a	topic	and	speak	for	1	
minute.	 	
	
In	these	tasks,	students	have	another	minute	before	they	actually	begin	to	talk.	And	in	the	
text	 and	 narration	 that	 present	 the	 questions,	 it’s	 called	 “rehearsal”	 rather	 than	
“preparation”,	 because	 although	 it’s	 natural	 that	 some	 preparation	 time	 is	 given	 before	
students	perform	these	kinds	of	tasks	in	the	real	world,	we	don’t	want	them	to	think	or	feel	
that	 they	need	 to	create	 the	message	 first,	often	 in	 Japanese,	and	 then	begin	 to	speak	 in	
English.	
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Thus,	 using	 photos,	 and	 audio	 and	 text	 prompts,	 the	 tasks	 in	 this	 test	 are	 designed	 to	
require	the	ability	to	solve	problems,	using	English	as	a	lingua	franca.	 	
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Now,	I’d	like	to	talk	about	rating	scales.	As	you	can	guess,	this	is	one	of	the	most	challenging	
parts	of	our	project.	 	
	
Although	those	tests	 like	TOEFL	and	IELTS	aim	to	assess	the	full	range	of	 levels,	our	target	
group	has	a	narrower	range	of	proficiency,	around	CEFR	A2	and	B1.	 	
	
Shown	in	the	slide	are	the	rating	scales	we	developed	for	the	first	test	administration.	There	
are	three	different	scales,	and	each	of	the	nine	tasks	in	the	test	was	rated	0	to	5	marks	on	
each	of	these	scales.	
	
For	example,	“Task	Achievement”	is	about	whether	the	assigned	task	is	achieved	or	not,	and	
if	it’s	achieved	effectively.	So,	if	a	student	creates	a	very	interesting	and	unique	story	about	
the	background	of	the	discarded	shoes,	or	if	his	story	can	be	understood	that	way,	then,	he	
may	get	the	full	mark	even	if	the	way	he	uses	linguistic	forms	deviates	from	native-speaker	
norms.	45%	weight	was	given	to	“Task	Achievement”.	
	
At	 that	 stage,	 we	 were	 not	 fully	 prepared	 to	 disregard	 linguistic	 aspects	 of	 students’	
performance,	 and	 so	we	 gave	 another	 45%	 to	what	we	 called	 “Communicative	 Language	
Proficiency”,	though	we	did	not	intend	to	look	at	“accuracy”	in	any	way.	
	
Further,	we	ventured	to	give	10%	to	“Attitude	and	Effort”	as	ELF	users.	We	really	wanted	to	
give	 students	 some	 award	 for	 their	 efforts	 to	 use	 their	 language	 resources	 and	 positive	
attitude	in	communication,	but	in	the	end,	this	proved	too	difficult	to	operationalize.	In	fact,	
we	were	really	disappointed	that	 in	 the	post-rating	 feedback,	most	of	 the	raters	said	 that	
they	were	not	confident	about	their	own	judgements	on	this	scale.	
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For	 the	 second	 test	 administration,	 therefore,	we	 agreed	 to	 combine	 the	 two	 evaluation	
viewpoints,	“Communicative	Language	Proficiency”	and	“Attitude	and	Effort”	into	one	scale	
“Task	Delivery”.	 	
	
We	also	decided	to	give	80%	of	the	total	score	to	“Task	Achievement”.	
	
Due	 to	 time	 constraint,	 we	 can’t	 talk	 about	 details,	 but	 our	 decision	 was	 supported	 by	
statistical	analyses	including	IRT.	 	
	
So,	shown	in	the	slide	is	the	rating	scales	we	used	in	the	second	test-administration,	and	it’s	
also	in	Section	7	of	the	Test	Specification.	
	

22	 	
Before	the	actual	test,	we	take	a	number	of	steps	to	achieve	the	washback	purpose.	 	
	
For	example,	we	 talk	about	 the	speaking	 test	at	 the	assembly	all	 the	students	attend	 just	
after	entering	university.	 	
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Further,	 we	 visit	 every	 compulsory	 English	 class	 to	 explain	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 test,	 task	
types	and	ratings	scales,	as	well	as	how	students	could	prepare	for	the	test.	 	
	
We	also	give	out	the	Japanese	translation	of	such	information,	and	it’s	also	available	on	the	
English	department’s	website.	
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While	preparing	all	these	things,	we	also	carried	out	joint	research	with	a	CBT	development	
company	to	establish	the	CBT	administration	system	and	the	online	rating	system	tailored	
to	our	university’s	needs.	 	
	
As	 I	already	said,	we	are	planning	to	 introduce	this	test	 into	the	entrance	examinations	of	
the	postgraduate	programmes,	so	in	developing	these	systems,	our	main	concern	was	with	
“practicality”	and	“security”.	
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I	 think	 we	 did	 a	 pretty	 good	 job	 in	 this	 area.	 Especially,	 the	 online	 rating	 system	 we’ve	
developed	is	very	user-friendly	and	quite	versatile.	But	unfortunately,	we	don’t	have	time	to	
talk	about	it	today.	 	
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Now,	we’d	 like	 to	 look	at	 the	marking	of	 the	 test.	 It’s	described	 in	Section	10	of	 the	Test	
Specification.	 	
	
So	 far,	 we	 have	 administered	 this	 test	 twice,	 and	 on	 both	 occasions,	 each	 student’s	
responses	were	marked	by	two	raters.	So,	we	use	100%	double	marking.	
	
For	 the	 first	administration	 in	 January	2015,	 the	 rating	of	approximately	6,000	 responses,	
those	that	were	given	to	9	questions	by	670	students,	was	done	by	seven	native	speakers	of	
English	 and	 seven	non-native	 speakers,	whose	 first	 language	was	 Japanese.	 Actually,	 they	
teach	English	at	our	university.	On	this	occasion,	one	rater	marked	all	the	nine	responses	given	by	
one	student,	and	each	of	those	responses	was	rated	by	one	native	and	one	non-native	rater.	
And	the	duration	of	the	marking	period	was	two	weeks.	
	
Statistical	 score	 analyses	 including	 IRT	 did	 not	 suggest	 any	 significant	 problem	 about	 the	
questions	 of	 the	 test	 or	 raters.	 But	 the	 feedback	 from	 the	 raters	 indicated	 that	most	 of	
them,	especially	 Japanese-speaking	 raters,	 found	 it	very	difficult	 to	 remain	consistent	and	
complete	the	rating	task	in	a	short	time.	
	
So,	 for	 the	 second	 test-administration,	 we	 tried	 to	 ease	 the	 burden	 on	 each	 rater	 by	
changing	the	rating	system.	To	be	specific,	instead	of	one	rater	marking	all	the	responses	of	one	
student,	 each	 rater	marked	all	 the	 responses	 for	one	 task	only.	And	again,	 each	 response	
was	 double-marked,	 by	 one	 native	 and	 one	 non-native	 rater,	 but	 this	 time,	 non-native	
raters	 were	 not	 Japanese.	 They	 were	 teachers	 of	 Skype	 English	 lessons	 provided	 by	 a	
company	based	in	the	Philippines.	By	that	time,	we	had	launched	collaborative	research	on	
the	rating	of	speaking	tests.	
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In	fact,	English	is	not	often	used	between	people	of	the	same	first	 language.	In	this	sense,	
we	could	say	that	as	a	test	of	ELF,	the	current	rating	system	is	more	“authentic”.	And	we	can	
also	use	the	score	data	given	by	the	native	raters,	Japanese-speaking	raters	and	raters	in	the	
Philippines	 for	 the	 research	 to	 analyse	 and	 improve	 the	 quality	 of	 our	 speaking	 test	 and	
speaking	tests	in	general.	
	
Now,	Haruhiko	will	talk	a	little	about	the	statistical	analysis.	
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This	rating	scale	is	calibrated	as	a	standardized	score	using	Many-facet	Rasch	model	for	task	
achievement	 and	 task	 delivery.	 In	 addition	 to	 this,	 we	 analysed	 the	 whole	 dataset	 to	
estimate	 the	 total	 speaking	 skill	 score.	All	 analyses	were	done	using	 the	Facets	 computer	
program.	
	
Inter-rater	 reliability	 was	 examined	 by	 applying	 factor	 analysis	 for	 task	 achievement	 and	
task	 delivery	 score.	 When	 comparing	 the	 Japanese	 non-native	 and	 native	 speaker	 data	
groups,	 the	percentage	of	exact	matches	of	 total	 inter-rater	agreement	opportunities	was	
35.6%,	 and	 the	 estimated	 agreement	 under	 Many-facet	 Rasch	 model	 was	 33.3%.	 When	
comparing	 the	 Philippines	 non-native	 and	 native	 speaker	 data,	 the	 exact	 matches	 was	
41.3%,	and	 the	estimated	agreement	was	39.7%.	The	probability	of	exact	matches	 seems	
low,	 but	 the	 result	 is	 relatively	 high	 when	 it	 is	 interpreted	 as	 a	 rating	 of	 performance	
assessment.	The	difference	of	the	observed	and	estimated	rates	was	almost	the	same,	and	
the	absolute	value	of	difference	was	relatively	small,	which	means	their	 judgements	were	
agreeing	well.	
	
This	 slide	 shows	 a	 vertical	 scale	 for	 estimating	 total	 score.	 This	 vertical	 scale	 reflects	 a	
common	principal	component,	and	it	illustrates	examinees’	ability,	rater	severity	and	question	
difficulty	 on	 the	 same	 scale.	 The	 variance	 caused	 by	 the	 difference	 between	 task	
achievement	and	 task	delivery	 is	also	 illustrated	 in	 this	 figure.	Task	achievement	and	 task	
delivery	are	almost	the	same	position	on	the	principal	component	scale,	which	means	that	
these	two	concepts	affected	the	total	speaking	skill	scale	score	in	the	same	way.	
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This	is	the	histogram	of	the	standardized	overall	speaking	skill	scores.	And	these	two	scatter	
plots	 show	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 overall	 score	 and	 two	 sub-skill	 scores.	 The	 task	
achievement	 score	 was	 estimated	 from	 the	 dataset	 which	 contains	 judges	 of	 task	
achievement,	and	the	task	delivery	score	was	estimated	as	well.	From	these	scatter	plots,	
there	 was	 strong	 correlation	 between	 task	 achievement,	 task	 delivery	 and	 overall	 score.	
Thus,	we	conclude	these	scales	have	enough	construct	validity.	 	
	
Now,	 Nic,	 who’s	 been	 working	 as	 a	 specialist	 consultant	 to	 our	 project,	 will	 sum	 up	 the	
presentation	and	talk	a	little	about	remaining	problems	for	us	to	solve.	
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Let’s	review	the	key	features	of	the	KIT	Speaking	Test.	 	
	
The	initiative	for	the	development	of	this	test	stems	from	concern	about:	

-	the	need	for	an	effective	test	of	speaking	for	university	entrance	exams	in	Japan.	
-	the	inappropriateness	of	the	large	scale	commercial	tests	in	this	particular	context	
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(i.e.	students	levels	are	too	low)	and	to	their	needs	(i.e	testing	the	ability	to	use	ELF	and	
creating	washback	in	this	respect).	 	

	
This	 test	 is	 therefore	 an	 innovative	 solution	 to	 these	 problems,	 tailored	 to	 the	 student	
context;	something	which	no	other	Japanese	university	is	doing.	Like	all	pilot	projects,	it	has	
to	face	up	to	a	lot	of	problems,	which	it	is	addressing	one	by	one.	 	
	
Apart	 from	small-scale	pilots,	 this	 test	has	only	been	administered	 twice	 so	 far,	 so	at	 this	
stage	we	cannot	say	much	about	whether	it’s	successful	in	terms	of	expected	washback,	but	
I	think	it’s	great	we	have	taken	the	initiative!	
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Let’s	remind	ourselves	of	the	features	of	the	test	that	support	the	ELF	claim.	 	
	

-	 Purpose:	 it	 is	 sending	a	 strong	washback	message	and	 requiring	 the	use	of	English	as	
lingua	franca.	

-	Construct:	it	is	encouraging	the	confident	and	best	use	of	existing	language	proficiency.	
-	Task	types	and	topics:	the	tasks	and	topics	are	relevant	to	the	students’	context	and	call	
on	21st	century	skills.	

-	Dialogue	recordings:	are	made	using	Japanese	and	other	non-native	speakers.	
-	Rating	scale:	are	weighted	80%	to	Task	Achievement	and	20%	to	Task	Delivery.	
-	Rating	process:	uses	100%	double	marking,	with	one	native	and	one	non-native	rater	for	
each	 test	 question.	 Japanese-speaking	 raters	 in	 the	 first	 administration;	 raters	 in	 the	
Philippines	in	the	second	administration.	 	
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There	are	lots	of	challenges	to	address.	The	big	ones	are:	 	
	

-	how	to	improve	the	test	administration	and	rating	process.	 	
Specifically,	how	to	improve	consistency	and	reliability	of	raters’	judgments.	
For	 example,	 one	 of	 the	most	 frequent	 discussions	we	 have	 is	 how	 to	 deal	 with	 the	
responses	where	the	task	is	achieved	with	a	narrower	range	of	grammar	and	vocabulary	
and	 lots	 of	 pauses,	 hesitations	 and	 repetitions.	 Here,	 ELF	 is	 fully	 functioning	 and	 we	
want	to	reward	students’	efforts.	

-	how	to	ensure	that	raters	are	reflecting	ELF,	in	other	words,	looking	at	what	is	meant	by	
“Task	achievement”	and	“Task	delivery”,	and	not	judging	against	native	speaker	norms.	

-	how	the	rater	training	can	be	improved	to	help	us	address	these	questions.	 	
-	how	we	can	maximise	positive	washback	to	students,	perhaps	by	finding	different	ways	
of	reporting	scores	(via	a	feedback	form,	or	the	score	report).	

-	how	this	feedback	can	be	used	to	motivate	students	and	how	to	measure	that.	
-	how	classroom	activities	can	be	integrated	with	the	speaking	test	tasks	to	increase	the	
washback.	 	

	
On	top	of	that	there	are	various	practical	and	operational	problems	the	project	team	needs	
to	solve	for	introducing	the	speaking	test	into	entrance	exams.	
	
They	are	to	be	congratulated	on	the	progress	so	far	-	this	is	real	Work	in	Progress!	
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31	
Final	

Thank	you…	any	questions?	

	


