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1. Theoretical background and rationale

One of the major objectives of teaching
oral communication is enhancing students’a-
bility to use oral language in various sociolin-
guistic contexts. Speaking is often interactive,
involving more than one person at the same
time. Of course, speaking can be monologic,
involving only one speaker, such as a lecture
or a radio broadcast. Even if we limit the
contexts to academic settings, there are vari-
ous situations where students perform differ-
ently. Some students are good at monologue
type speech making tests, others are skillful in
handling dialogue type interview tests. Still
some others are active in discussion activities
(ct. Brown 2003; Bonk 2003).

2. Purpose of the research

This paper examines students’ oral perfor-
mance in two types of speaking tests, a dialogue
interview test and a multilogue discussion test
where conversational interactions between
the speakers are inevitable and sociolinguisti-
cally appropriate language use is required.
This paper also investigates the effectiveness
of the ten evaluation items (1: Dialogue
Grammar, 2: Dialogue Fluency, 3: Dialogue
Vocabulary, 4: Dialogue Conversation Stra-
tegies, 5: Dialogue Sound System, 6: Mul-
tilogue Grammar, 7: Multilogue Fluency, 8:
Multilogue Vocabulary, 9: Multilogue Con-
versation Stra-tegies, 10: Multilogue Content)
and the rater’s characteristic.

Research Question:
What do the Dialogue and Multilogue Tests
results tell us about the following ?
a. the relationship between the two facets
(students, items)
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b. student ability
. item difficulty

O

d. the construction of items in order of
difficulty
e. the function of rating categories
f. possible construct of speaking
g. comparison of students’ test results bet-
ween Dialogue test and Multilogue Test

3. Research design and method

46 students took both the dialogue (inter-
view) test and the multilogue (discussion)
test. In the interview test students were inter-
viewed by the classroom teacher and in the
discussion test students were divided into
groups of three or four members and they
themselves conducted the discussion. Both
data were evaluated by a classroom teacher
using a four-point scale in five categories in
each test. The data were analysed using the
Rasch model.

3. 1 Dialogue Test design
Subjects: 46 university students

Task:  Each student took an interview
testconducted by the classroom
teacher in the classroom setting.

Rater:  Classroom teacher

Items: 5 evaluation items

Dialogue Grammar,

Dialogue Fluency,

Dialogue Vocabulary,

Dialogue Conversation Strategies,
Dialogue Sound System (Pronunciation)
Rating scale: 4-point scale (1, 2, 3, 4)

3. 2 Multilogue Test design
Subjects: 46 university students (the same
students as above)

Task:  Students made groups (consistig



of 3-4 people each) and discussed

some given topics.
Raters: Classroom teacher
Items: 5 evaluation items
Multilogue Grammar,
Multilogue Fluency,
Multilogue Vocabulary,
Multilogue Conversation Strategies,
Multilogue Content)

Rating scale: 4-point scale (1, 2, 3, 4)

4. Results and Discussion (See tables
and graphs)

Table 1 suggests that in the column of the
infit-outfit mean square there are no misfitting
categories, though Category 1 was not used at
all and Category 3 was predominantly used in
the present test evaluation. This is also graphi-
cally presented in Figure 1.

Table 1 Category Function
CATEGORY OBSERVED | OBSVD SAMPLE | INFIT OQUTFIT |STRUCTURE|CATEGORY
LABEL SCORE COUNT % | AVRGE EXPECT [ MNSQ MNSQ | MEASURE | MEASURE
Fair 2 2 17 4 8.4 -15.3 1.25 1.21 NONE (-40.20) | 2
Good 3 3 261 62 8.8 9.7 98 1.18 -29.19 .00
VeryGood | 4 4 125 0| 366 35.6 88 85 29.19 | (40.20) | 4
MISSING 7 4 -6.9
1.0
2 333333333 , 4
222 333 333 444
S 22 33 33 44
2 33 33 4
22 33 33 44
2 3 3 4
6 2 3 3 4
2 3 3 4
'5 * % * %
3 2 4 3
A4 L— 3 2 4 3
3 2 4 3
33 22 44 33
3 2 4 ‘ 3
2 33 22 44 . 33
333 222 444 333
3 222 444 3
.0444444444444444444444444444 222222222222222222222222222
-50 -40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50
| | | 1 | | | ] | | |
Student [MINUS] Ttem MEASURE =
Probability Of Response
Figure 1 Category Probabilities: Modes
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Figure 2 shows relative positions between
two facets (students’ ability and item difficul-
ty) in a wider perspective. In the students’
column, the top three students are the most
able students, while only one least able
student is at the bottom.

In the item column, Multilogue Grammar
is the most difficult item, whereas Dialogue
Conversation Strategies is the easiest one.

If we look at the distributions between
students and items, it can be said that we
need more difficult items to match better
students.

Let us pay closer attention to the construct
of items in the order of difficulty in this table.
In the dialogue test, (items indicated by D),
Grammar is the most difficult item followed
by fluency and vocabulary, while conver-

“sations strategies is the easiest. Sound System
(in other words: Pronunciation) is in the
middle of the difficulty order.

In the multilogue test, (items indicated by
M), again Grammar is the most difficult item
followed by vocabulary and fluency, whereas
conversation strategies and content are rather
easy.

It may be that for both Dialogue and
Multilogue Tests, grammar, vocabulary and
fluency are in one large difficult group.

It is interesting to note that Dialogue
Conversation Strategies is much easier than
Multilogue Conversation Strategies. One
possible explanation is that in a dialogue type
face-to-face situation, students can easily use
some appropriate phrases such as, “I beg your
pardon,” or “Could'you say it again please?”
as a strategy, whereas in a multilogue type
discussion situation students have difficulty
in using timely and appropriate expressions
to interrupt and get involved in the talk.
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Anther interesting thing is that the rater
tends to be harsh especially on grammar.
One reason for this is that it is easier to find
ungrammatical and inappropriate sentences
in students’ spoken utterances.

Still, another interesting thing is that teach-
ers are not fastidious about the sound prob-
lem (pronunciation) as long as the students

are audible and comprehensible

Students Items
<more>|<rare>

90
XXX
T
XXXX
80 XS
XXXXXXX
70 XXXXXX
s Mgrammar
M Dgrammar Mvoc
XXXXXXXXXX
60 Mfluency
Dfluency
X
XXXXX
S Dvoc
50 M
XX
X
40 Mconstrat ~ Mcontent
T Dsound
S
X
30
20 X
T -
Dconvstrat
10

<less>|<frequ>

Figure 2 Item Map



- Table 2 indicates the mean difference
between the Dialogue (D) and Multilogue
(M) Tests in terms of item difficulty showing
that the first one as a whole is easier than the
second one. This is understandable when we
consider the complexity of the Multilouge
situation.

Figure 3 shows expected measures. Mid-

evel students get 2 or 3 points and poor side
students in the left hand corner mainly get 2
points, while good students in the right hand
corner mainly get 3 points and 4 points. This
table also tells us the difficulty order of the
items-Multilogue Grammar is the most diffi-
cult whereas Dialogue Conversation Stra-
tegies is the easiest, as we have seen in the

previous data result.

Table2 Comparison of Means between Dialogue Test and Multilogue Test Results

Item MEAN S.E. OBSERVED REAL
COUNT MEASURE MEAN S.D. MEDIAN SEPARATION CODE
10 50.00 5.43 16.28 55.12 3.55 *
5 45.22 9.18 18.37 52.18 3.83 Dia
5 54.78 6.06 12.11 60.48 2.72 Multi
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUM Item
2 3 4 7 Mgrammar
2 3 4 8 Mvoc
2 3 4 2 Dgrammar
2 3 4 6 Mfluency
2 3 4 1 Dfluency
2 3 4 3 Dvoc
2 3 4 9 Mconstrat
2 3 4 10 Mcontent
2 3 4 4 Dsound
2 3 4 5 Dconvstrat
NUM Item
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
) ,
1 1 1 2 51 0 6 7 14 3 Studnts
T S M S T

Figure 3 Expected Average Mesures by Category Score for Students
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Table 3 presents 3 items (Multilogue
vocabulary, Multilogue grammar, and
Dialogue conversation strategies) which are
weak in score correlation. However, none of
them are negative, which means that all the
10 items including these three weak ones are
going at least in the same direction. Thus,
they may not cause any serious problems.

From the viewpoint of fit statistics we

might want to look into Dialogue conversa-
tion strategies, because the outfit statistic
Mean Square (1.70) is rather high and it is
worthy of examination.

Table 4, in the column of outfit Mean
Square, we can see some evidence that could
prove the reason for Item Dialouge conversa-
tion strategies being misfit.

Table 3 - Items Statistics: Correlation Order
ENTRY RAW INFIT OUTFIT |PTMEA
NUMBER SCORE COUNT MEASURE REALSE | MNSQ ZSTD |MNSQ ZSTD |CORR.| Items
8 117 39 65.4 4.3 .33 2.8 .26 -2.8 .00 | Mvoc
7 119 40 67.6 4.3 .50 -1.8 51 -1.6 .05 | Mgrammar
5 159 41 12.9 6.4 1.48 1.2 1.70 .8 .06 | Dconvstrat
3 132 41 - 52.2 3.7 96 -2 1.01 .0 .26 | Dvoc
2 124 41 64.7 4.2 54 -1.8 49 -1.7 .30 | Dgrammar
1 128 41 58.1 4.3 1.16 .6 1.36 1.0 .34 Dﬂuency
4 143 41 38.3 4.2 1.44 2.4 1.50 2.1 .41 | Dsound
6 123 40 60.5 50| 1.49 1.5 1.50 1.2 .74 | Mfluency
9 134 39 40.4 3.5 87 -.8 .89 -.6 .78 | Mconstrat
10 138 40 40.1 3.5 93 -4 1.03 2 .83 | Mcontent
MEAN 132. 40. 50.0 4.3 .97 -2 1.02 -1
S.D. 12. 1. 16.3 .8 40 1.6 47 1.5
Table 4 Ttems Category/Option/Distractor Frequencies: Misfit Order
ENTRY DATA SCORE DATA AVERAGE S.E OUTF
NUMBER CODE VALUE | COUNT % | MEASURE MEAN MNSQ Item
5A 3 3 5 12 65.00 3.37 1.7 Dconvstrat | 3 Cood
4 4 36 88 67.07 2.16 1.5 4 VeryGOOd
MISSING*** 5 12 20.26
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Let us go further to Table 5, which also can
provide us the reason for Dialouge conversa-
tion strategies from the viewpoint of most
unexpected response patterns. 4 intermediate
and advanced level students were given 3
points in spite of their rather high abilities
against an easy item Dialouge conversation
strategies, whose measure is 12.9: by far the
easiest one of all the ten items. 3 points given
to them in Table 5 indicate the unexpected
responses, which means the students are
supposed to be given higher points (in this
case, 4 points) when we consider their ability
and the easiness of the item.

Table 5 Most Unexpected Responses

Item MEASURE Studnt

22 3224211422 4332

575131064054276420
high

4 Dsound 38.3B 3..3..33.......

5 Dconvstrat 12.9A|3..... 2. 2..
10 Mcontent 40.1E |............... 22.
9 Mconstrat  404d |................ 2.

3 Dvoc 522e |...ou... 44...4. ..

1 Dfluency 581D]..... 4..442..4. ..
6 Mfluency 605C|.442....... 222....

2 Dgrammar 64.7c |....4............
8 Mvoc 65.4a | ...t 3
7 Mgrammar 67.6b |....... 20 3
low
225322421142274332

57 1310640542 6420

Table 6 suggests further concrete evidence.
Student No. 5 whose measure is (75.3) was
given 3 points when he or she was expected to
have 4 points in the item Dialogue conversa-
tion strategies. Student No. 21, whose
measure is (69.2) was given 3 points when he
or she was expected to have 4 points. Student
No. 10, whose measure is (62.5) was given 3

points when he or she was expected to have 4

points. The same is true for Student No. 14.

In this way, we can examine the cause of
the misfitting item and eventually improve
the test by asking the raters about their rating
procedure and by asking students about their
performance.

Tables 7, 8 and 9 propose the results of
factor analysis. (we take items with factor
loading over .50 )

Table 7 shows Factor 1. This factor can be
called Multilogue Ability, though two types
of components (one type: Multilogue
Vocabulary and Multilogue Grammar, and
the other: Multilogue Conversation Strategies
and Multilouge Content) mainly contribute

- to Factor 1 in completely opposite directions.

In other words, there is an important element
in this factor which distinguishes between
Vocabulary-Grammar and Content Conver-
sation Strategies. Furthermore, Multilogue
(Vocabulary and Grammar) are different
from Multilogue( Content and Conversation

Strategies).

Table 8 demonstrates Factor 2. It can be
named Dialogue Ability, although two types
of Dialogue items, fluency-vocabulary and :
conversation strategies, mainly contribute to
Factor 2 in completely opposite directions.
This indicates that there is an important
element which distinguishes between
Dialogue-fluency and Dialogue-vocabulary
and Dialogue Conversation strategies.

Table 9 illustrates Factor 3, Basic Sound

System Handling Ability (Pronunciation),

which is a substantial part of speaking.

Figure 4 presents a comparison of the
students’ measure scores on the Multilogue
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test and Dialogue test. If we set a benchmark
(.50) as a cut-off score between better
students and poor students, we will roughly
have two types of students: One consisting of

students who are both gdod at Dialogue and
Multilogue tests, and the other consisting of
students who are good at Dialogue test but
poor at Multilogue test.

Table 6 KEY:.1.= OBSERVED, 1 = EXPECTED, (1) = OBSERVED, BUT VERY UNEXPECTED.

NUMBER NAME MEASURE INFIT (MNSQ) OUTHT  S.E.
5 S05 75.3 1.3 A 34 7.7
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
- NUM Item
3 (4 6 Mfluency
(3) 4 5 Dconvstrat
NUM Item
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUMBER NAME MEASURE INFIT (MNSQ) OUTFIT  S.E.
21 S21 69.2 2.0 D 2.7 8.0
0 10 20 © 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUM Item
3 (4) 1 Dfluency
3 4. 3 Dvoc
3 4 9 Mconstrat
3. 4 4 Dsound
(3) 4 5 Dconvstrat
NUM Item
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUMBER NAME MEASURE INFIT (MNSQ) OUTFIT  S.E.
10 S10 62.5 2.0 F 2.4 8.3
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUM Item
3 (4) 1 Dfluency
3 (4) 3 Dvoc
(3) 4 5 Dconvstrat
NUM Item
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUMBER NAME MEASURE INFIT (MNSQ) OUTFIT  S.E.
14 S14 62.5 2.0 G 2.4 8.3
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
NUM Item
3 (4) 1 Dfluency
3 (4) 3 Dvoc
(3) 4 5 Dconvstrat
NUM Item
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Table7 FACTOR 1

INFIT OUTFIT | ENTRY
FACTOR [LOADING| MEASURE MNSQ MNSQ | NUMBER Item
1 .84 65.4 .33 26 | A 8 Mvoc
1 .75 67.6 .50 51 B 7  Mgrammar
1 .49 52.2 .96 1.01 C 3  Dvoc
1 46 64.7 .54 49 | D 2 Dgrammar
1 .35 58.1 1.16 136 | E 1 Dfluency
1 .01 38.3 1.44 1.50 e 4  Dsoun
1 .00 12.9 1.48 1.70 | d 5  Dconvstrat
1 -.73 40.1 .93 1.03 a 10 Mcontent
1 -71 40.4 .87 89 | b Mconstrat
1 -.55 60.5 1.49 1.50 | ¢ 6  Mfluency
Table8 FACTOR?2
INFIT OUTHT | ENTRY
FACTOR |LOADING| MFASURE MNSQ MNSQ | NUMBER Item
2 .82 58.1 1.16 1.36 | E 1 Dfluency
2 .68 52.2 .96 1.01 C 3  Dvoc
2 13 40.4 .87 89 | b 9  Mconstrat
2 A1 60.5 1.49 1.50 | ¢ 6  Mfluency
2 .04 40.1 93 1.03 a 10 Mcontent
2 -.79 12.9 1.48 1.70 d 5  Dconvstrat
2 -42 38.3 1.44 1.50 e 4  Dsound
2 -.26 65.4 .33 26 | A 8 Mvoc
2 -.19 67.6 .50 51 B 7  Mgrammar
2 -.14 64.7 54 49 | D 2 Dgrammar
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Table9 FACTOR 3

INFIT OUTHT | ENTRY
FACTOR (LOADING| MFASURE MNSQ MNSQ | NUMBER Item
3 .82 38.3 1.44 1.50 | e 4  Dsound
3 25 52.2 96 1.01 C Dvoc
3 .04 40.1 .93 1.03 | a 10  Mcontent
3 -.55 64.7 .54 49 | D 2 Dgrammar
3 -.33 60.5 1.49 150 | ¢ 6  Mfluency
3 -.28 40.4 .87 89 | b 9  Mconstrat
3 -.15 65.4 33 .26 A 8  Mvoc
3 -.14 67.6 .50 51 B 7  Mgrammar
3 -.13 12.9 1.48 1.70 | d 5  Dconvstrat
3 .00 58.1 1.16 1.36 | E 1 Dfluency
120
100 * *>—
¢ * *
. 80
& . . * o
2 60
=
= * * ¢
40
* *
20
0 L J
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 80 90 100

Figure 4 Comparison of Diallouge and Multilogue (persons)

N. B. Some students obtained the same scores, so there are some cases
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where more than two students overlap on the same spot.

Educational Studies 46

International Christian University



5. Conclusions and Implications
We can draw the following conclusions:

1. Through the item map where relative
positions of students and items are
shown, we need more difficult items in
order to match better students.

2. As a whole, the multilogue test is more
difficult than the dialogue test, athough
in each test, the difficulty order of each
item is slightly different. ‘

3. Among the ten evaluation items, Dia-
logue Conversation Strategies is the easi
est. Furthermore, this is easier than
Multilogue Conversation Strategies. It
may be that conversation strategies can
be more easily used in the Dialogue
setting than in the Multilogue setting.

4. Teachers are generally severe about
grammar, while they are rather lenient
about pronunciation in the speaking test
situation.

5. Ten evaluation items are measuring the
speaking ability in the same direction,
although the degree of contribution
varies from item to item.

6. Through the investigation of unexpect
ed response patterns of misfitting items
in terms of students’ observed points,
we were able to find the interaction
among the rater, the students and the
items, and eventually this result can be
used for the improvement of the test,
such as for the rater training and the
item rearrangement.

7. Factor analysis shows that speaking abil
ity is composed of at least three compo
nents (Monologue, Dialogue and Sound),
although other possible elements can be
added judging from the complexity of
spoken utterances. v ‘

8. Students can be categorised into two

groups (one which is good at both Multi
and Dialogue tests, the other which is
only good at Dialouge test)

9. One suggested implication for the class
room is to enhance students’ Multi-
lougue speaking ability by providing
appropriate learning situations in class
room settings.
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Appendix
Criteria for 1 2 3 4
Dialogue Test
Fluency Single words; long | Conversation not Conversation some- Conversation smooth;
pauses smooth; frequent what smooth; some few pauses; topic shift
pauses; ideas may be pauses, topic shift not OK
disconnected smooth
Grammar Single words; Limited patterns; | Occasional errors may | Some errors; meaning
Many errors; many errors; meaning | make meaning unclear | clear; complex syntax
Meaning not clear may not be clear
Vocabulary Very limited; may use | Poor; many pauses; | Fair; searches for | Good; few pauses
Japanese can express basic ideas; | words; may make | while searching for
a Japanese word or | errors words
two
Conversation No conversation; | Often inappropriate: | Occasionally in- Generally appropriate;
Strategies single words; doesn't | tried to have a | appropriate; some repairs breakdowns
repair breakdowns conversation; use of L1 | difficulty repairing
to repair breakdowns breakdowns
Sound System Difficult to understand | Meaning sometimes | Occasional errors; | Some errors; meaning
not clear; wusing | meaning clear clear
Katakana sounds
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Criteria for 1 2 3 4
Multilogue Test
Fluency Single words; long | Conversation not | Conversation some- | Conversation smooth;
pauses smooth; frequent | what smooth; some | few pauses; topic shift
pauses; ideas may be | pauses, topic shift not | OK
disconnected smooth
Grammar Single words; Limited patterns; | Occasional errors may | Some errors; meaning
Many errors; many errors; meaning | make meaning unclear | clear; complex syntax
Meaning not clear may not be clear
Vocabulary Very limited; may use | Poor; many pauses; | Fair; searches for | Good; few pauses
Japanese can express basic ideas; | words; may make | while searching for
a Japanese word or | errors words
two
Conversation No conversation; | May respond; may use | Generally respondsand | Responds; agrees or
Strategies single words; doesn't | L1 to repair break- | agrees or disagrees; | disagrees; asks
repair breakdowns downs; no questions some difficulty re- | questions; repairs
pairing breakdowns breakdowns
Sound System Very little said, no | Makes one or two | Expresses opinions | Expresses opinions

details

points

some details

freely; supports ideas
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