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Estimated Variance Estimated Variance 7(33: Eﬁf Efgﬁ?\%b”é
(Before) (After)
e (examinee) 0.43 0.63 ﬁ%b‘(itﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬁ?d)iﬁ%
. EBIZIXSD2EAHS
t (item) 0.51 0.08
r (rater) 0.12 0.11 | REVWFEFTEERDIES
et 0.28 0.08 DEHHD
er 0.08 0.25 |
tr 0.18 0.09 REWIFEEBHIZESTR
= A3 %
etr (residual) 0.49 0.41 HRADIRFEHANEDS
Sum 2.08 1.66 j(?L\[igquE%f[:J:o'C
Kondo (2010). The development of automatic speech ZREDIEF 75‘%1?%)

evaluation system for learners of English.
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Group Correlation % Exact % Adjacent Kappa Weighted
Agreement Agreement Kappa
Naive g7 41 89 27 .75
Untrained .61 31 73 .16 .59
Certificated (Average) .92 70 99 .62 91
Certificated (Exemplary) .95 80 100 .76 .94

Powers, Escoffery, and Duchnowski (2015) Applied Measurement in Education

Untrained < Naive < Certificated (Average) < Certificated (Exemplary)
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f=&Z X, Koizumi & In’nami. (2014). Modeling Complexity, Accuracy, and Fluency of
Japanese Learners of English: A Structural Equation Modeling Appréach
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Ellis (2009). The differential effects of three types of task planning on
the fluency, complexity, and accuracy in L2 oral production.
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