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ABSTRACT

T et

The purpose of this thesis is to 1nvest1gate the difference.

between competence and pexformance in the context of communl-'

_ cative second/forglgn language testing. It is hypotpes1zed
(- that periorménce has a more important role in language tes%-
ing'fhan past research would seem to indicate. It is gener-
ally accepted by researchers that language is primarily for
the purpose of communication. Accordlngly. second/forelgn
langudge proficiency tests should reflect the most character-
istic_features of communlcatlme situations. It is shown that
cloze, dictation, TOEFL and Michigan, i.e. four tests‘fre—
quently used for the purpose of measuring overall proficiency
do not, in fact, evaluate communicative ability. It is con-
cluded that,in spife of current interest and research in
testing communicative ability, fundamental changes in both
'theory and practice are imperative before this ability can

be adequately measured. ! V¢

.. L



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

A

-

I would like to thank my thesis superv1sor Dr, P C.

Hauptman for,hls guldance and advice throughout. I would
also like to thank Dr, M

their comments and helpful suggestions., Spe01al thanks
~also to my husband for his patience and support,

AP

.. Wesche and Dr. P. G. Patel for -



-vm
, CONTENTS:
Abstract
Acknowledgements

INTRODUCTION

1. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
1.1l. The pre-scientific trend

1.3.

1.1.1.

1.1.2,
lll.3.
1.1.4.

"1.1.5.

Views of* language and learning
Language teaching and the learner
Testing . '

Strengths of the pre-scientific trend
Weaknesses of the pre-scientific trend

The psychometric—structuralist trend

"1.2.1.

1.2.2
1.2.3,
l.2.4,

1.2, 5.

Views of 1anguage and learning
Language teachlng and the learner
Testing '

Strengths of the psychometrlc~
structuralist trend

‘Weaknesses of the psychometrlc-

structuralist trend

The 1ntegrat1ve-soc1011ngulstlc trend

1.3.1.

1.3.2.
1.3.3.
1.3.4,

1.3.5.

Views of language and learnlng
1.3.1.1. Psycholinguistic Aspect
1.3.1.2. Sociolinguistic Aspect
Language” teaching and the learner
Testing .

Strengths of the integrative-
sogiolinguistic trend

Wégknesses of the integrative-
sociollngulstlc trend

N

ii

< 1ii

N 0N NN OO\ W\

i
N

13
14
14
15
17
17

19

20

21

e



N

S

1.3.6. Diversification of research

-

THE BASIC DICHOTOMY AND ITS SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENT .

2.1. Chomsky's competence/performance theory
2.2, From competence to communicative competence
2.3, Summary and implicatioris for testing -

3. TOWARDS QECOMPREHENSIVE THEORY OF COMMUNICATIVE

COMPETEN o -
3.1. The minimum theory .
3 2. Comprehens;ye or 1ntegrat1ve theorles
3+3. A grammar of expectancy . ~
3.4, A working theory of communicative competence

4, THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE
" 4.1. Performance and research

4.2. Communicative performance in research

+ 4.3. Testing communicative performance

L.4, Characteristics of a test of communicative
performance

L.h,1. Interaction-basis
b.54.2. Unpredictability
" L4.4,3. Contextualization
4.L,4, Purpose
' Ak, s, Performance—ba31s
holi,6, Authentlclty
- 4.,4,7. Behaviour-basis"”

L.5. Integrative tests as tests of communlcatlve
ability

L.6. Testing communicative ablllty: problems
b.6.1. Criterion vs. norm-referenced testing
L,6.2, Evaluation
L.6.3. Reliability
4.6.4, Validity )

4.6.5. Generalizability of test resa%ts .

[N ;.
. "".'
0e

21

23
23
29
37

41
2!
L6
55

62

66

66

68
68

71
72
72

73

75

75

76

77
79
79
80

83
: 83
86



‘.

4.6,6. Direct vs indirect tests
k,6.7. Administrative problems

4,7. Summary of desirable characteristics of a
. communicative test ;

\
5. TESTING COMMUNICATIVE ABILITY

5.1. Knowing a language - a term1nol°glcal .
clarlflcatlon

5.2, chtatlon
5.2:1. Background
5:2.2, Administration procedure
5.2,3. Justification
5.2.4. Evaluatidv
5.2.5. Discussion
5.3. Written cloze tests
5.3.1. Background. . _
- 5.3.2. Administration procedure
543+3. Justification '
5.3, 4 Evaluation
5.3.5. Dlscu331on
5, 4 Test of English as a F0r81gn Language\(TOEFL)
5.4,1, Background
5.4.2, Administration protedure \\
5.4.3. Justification h %?.
S5.4.4, Evaluation
5.4.5. Discussion

5.5. The Michigan Proficiency Test Battery
= (two subtests) .

5¢5.1." Background
5.5.2., Administration
5.5.3. Justification
5.5.4. Evaluation

. 5.5.5. Dibcussion |

5.6. COMTEST (Communication Test)

' 5.6.1. Background T

5.6.2. Administration procedure

.t

87
88

88

90

91
92
92

93

94
95

99
101

101
lo2
103

‘104

107
109
109
110

110

110

- 113

114
114
114

115

116
118
118
118
119

vi



5.6.3. Justification
5¢6.4. Evaluation
5.6.5. Didcussion
6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ' .
6.1. Summary |
, 6.2. Results

'6.3. Suggestions for further research

Footnotes L
References _ _
Appendix A, examples of typical TOEFL format/items
' Appendix B, examples of typical MY items

‘.Appendlx C, examples of stick draw1ngs and rules
. used in COMTEST- 2

Y

120

121

123 -

124

124
125
126

128
130
1h4

150

153 °

P "—l-



=

LIST OF FIGURES

i

2,1. Habermas' (l9?09_organization of semantic
universals

2.2, Halligay's meaning potential relationship -
‘Proposed change ' - . ;

3. Sutmary of theorists and their main concern
+1. Levels of communicative competence

2. Summary of Van Ek's (1976) model ]

3. Interrelationship of individual skills

b, Classiriqatidq of ESP
5
6

« Graphic representation of Canale and Swain's
.Theory .of Communicative Competence - )

« Oller's Pragmatic theory, represented as an
inverted pyramid - . '

4,1, The situational context
5.l.fSummary of test evaluationg

37
38
k2
45
by

59
74
96

S viii



.

INTRODUCTION

L

The field of second/foreign language testing has attracted an
increasingly large amount of attention in recent years. Language
testing seems to provoke dlspr0portlonately more interest and
- controversy than other traditional subject matters (Jones 1977).
No doubt, this is at least partially due to the complex processes
and the large number ‘of variables involved in language learning.
There is still considerable uncertainty and disagreement amongst
researchers as to what it means to know a language. The processes
1nvolved in first and subsequent language acquisition are very
complex and as Yet not fully understood, as a survey of the appro-
-riate literature will confirm. '

The lack of agreement over the meaning of "knowing a language
has resulted in a variety of views concerning the components to
be tested in the second/forelgn language learner. In this thesis
the relationship between competence (i,e. knowledge) and perfor-
mance {i.e. the ability to use this knowledge) is examined in.the
context of second/foreign language proficiency testing: It is
hypothesized that the concépt of communicative performance (de-
fined @s the ability to communicate 1n real-life situa 8 -and
referred to as communicative ablllty) has a more centrZ;e:ole
than the literature seems to 1nd1cate. Furthermore, it 1s hy-
pothesized that several frequently used tests do not evaluate

.communicative ability.
<

._ The first chapter offers a brief historical overview of lan-

. guage testing during the twentieth century. Spolsky (1975)

-identified three major trends in language testing. The dis-
cussion shows that the labels he used to ¥Yescribe these trends

-characterize not only the prevailing attj udes_and biases to- -

wards language testing but also the general theories of language
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learning and language teaching., Eath one of the three trends

- uses different testing instruments, reflecting a different view

of what it means to know a langpage and how this: knowledge is
acquired. During the third (and current) trend the concepts of

" competence and performance developed.

\

The second chapter examipee this competence/performance ‘di-
chotomy as proposed by Chomsky. A discussion of the views of
gsome of the most influential theorists reveals that the dichot-
omy was considered to be too restrictive. The concept of com-
municative competence was subsequently deJeloped to deal with
linguistic as well as with sociolinguistic aspects of language.

. . 3 ‘ .

Chapter Three'discusses further theories of communicative
competence that have been proposed., The theories discussed in
Chapter Three repfesent a more integrative approach towards
the concept than those in Chapter Two. Furthermore, researchers
discussed in Chapter Three tend to be more concerned with second/

. Toreign language learners' competence than with native speakers'’

hypofhetical knowledge. T B S

.In\Chapter Four the role of performance iniseconq/:oreign‘
language learning is discussed and the importance of communica-
tive ability (performance) for the purpose of language testing
is shown, Although it is generall&_eccepted that gommunicative

mpetence can only be measured through pe;fermance. little.

esearch‘ie devoted to that aspect 6f the dichotomy. As\language :

is~normally used for the purposeé of communication, it is-prqused

that .communicative tests should evaluate learners' communicative .

ability in terms of a number of features found to be character-
istic of communicative situations.- Such features are proposed
based on Morrow (1977).

Chaptef-Five evaluates four widely used tests claimed to"
measure learners’ communicative competence (overall proficiency)

-
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" municative ability

-

-

~'l:‘gg‘\‘."’desi'gned specifically for the ﬁurpose of evaluating com-

in second/foreign language learners, is also

_evaluated.
.!.
L
» _ I i
. -l
e :
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agg}nst the{critéria set fortﬁ in Chapter Four. An experimental~

+



1. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

-

Throughout the history of education, testlng has been close-
1y linked to teaching. It would be difficul't to con31der second/
- Torelgn language testing apart from the teachlng or_learnlng pro-
cess. The extent of the students' knowledge is of considerable
interest to learner and teacher, and, as Ingram (1977) has point-
ed out, to those who pay the teachers, as well as potentlal em-
ployers of the students. ' '

The éoth‘century alone has seen many rival approaches to
teaching and testing come and g0, and

"...the dogma of one movement has become the heresy ‘of
the next" (Morrow, 1977)

-~

Upshur (1969) noted that trends in language testing have tended
to follow trends in language teaching, which in turn have tend-
ed, to fd}low trends in llngulstlcs. Thus there is a lag between
the development of a new paradigm in linguistic theory and its
Ssubsequent application in language teaching and its exp101tat10n
in testing. Some teachlng methods which were developed under the
influence of a supposedly new appreoach, are tested by the methods
from the’previous doctrine. .
-~ Spolsky (1975) identified three-stages in the development of
language testing in the 20th century:
.. ‘- the pre-scientific (mainly prior to world war II)
- the psychometric-structuralist (beglnnlng in the late 1940 s)
- the integrative-sociolinguistic (recent) :
“While these stages follow in the order given, they overlap bdth
in time and approach. The integrative-sociolinguistic trend
picks up several elements of the first, and the second and third
trends co-exist and compete t6 some extent. These trends have

not replaced each other. the effect has been cummulative. Ele- -

s
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ments of adll three trends can be found in.langaage testing mate-
- ri¥al today. This chapter offers a brief discussion of the three
major trends identified by Spolsky (1969). It shows the prevall-
ing views of language and learning, language teaching and lan-
.guage testing for each of the three trends. A short outline of
the major strengths and weaknesses of each trend concludes each
of the three sections. )

1.1. The pre-scientific trend

- The pre-scientific trend in language tes;inﬁ (as described
by Spolsky) is mostﬂapparent within the framework of the gram- -
mar-translatien approach to language teaching.

1.1.1. Views of language and learning

This trend is based on the traditional humanlstlc orlentatlon.

which pPlaces’iprimary importance on the llterature of a country.
It satisfies the predominant mental faculties school of thought
that regards language learnlng as a way to train the mind. No
relationship between a language and the env1ronment is seen to
exist.:For this reason Davies (1968) has labelled the theory

evident in the grammar—translatlon approach the "strict-separa~
tist" view. Language is seen primarily as an object of study in
itself and as such it is strlcfly separated frJE its use in so-
ciety. ’

— \

1. l 2. Language teaching and the learner

Accordlng to Chastain (1976) the prlmary aims of language
teaching w1%h1n the grammar-translation approach are:

- to prepare the learners to undertake exhaustive studies
"of the literature of the target language .

- to encourage learners to have a deeper understanding of
their native language

- to develop the learners' mind through practice in deal-
ing with difficult learning. situations and materials.

- - -

W\
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To attain these objectives, learners in the grammar-transla-
tion program typically memorize vocabulary and grammatical rules |

of the target language. Grammatical ruleés are taught deductively. -

by means of long explandtions. Grammatical rules and exceptions,
regularltles and irregularities are discussed at length Ain the
students®' native language. Kelly (1969:55) has observed that the
grammar-translation approach expects the learner,

"...to be able to sort out from his grammar the rules like
those of his own language and distinguish them from others."

Course gonteﬁt is based on a grammatical progression, but the

- progression chosen as well as the vocabulary included, are arbi-

trarily-seleeted by theé course designer. Some items are consid-
ered more difficult. Consequently, French verbs ending "-er" for
example are taught before those ending "—ir".pKelly (1969) has
noted that such a gradation in the presentation of material can -
be traced back to the early 16th century scholar Comenius. There
are still teaching materials using such gradation avallable to-
day.

1.1.3. Testing =

Testing under the pre-scientific trend is characterized by a

.- total lack of concern for statistical information. There is no

accounting for validity, reliability or objectivity.‘Testing is
considered %o be the fesponéibility of the individual teacher.
He sets his own standards and criteria.

Tests tend to reguire tranélation, composition or sentence
completion type exercises. They are usually written and of an
open-ended format. Oral examinations of any type are rarely
used.

1.1.%. Strengths of the pre-scientific trend.

Testing techniques advocated under the pre-scientific trend



the target language.

1

allow a global evalgation of the learners' ability in thé target
language. Essay wrij

ing and similar activities require the learn-

ers to synthesiZe their knowledge and to produce utterances in

r

131.5; Weaknésses of the pre-scientific trend

From the short outline*preéented in the above, a number of
problems become apparent:

- Subjectivity ‘ .
Scoring, evaluation and grading systems .are subjective
(Pilliner 1952) and it is difficult to assess students'
ability in a systematic and objective manner. Examiners'
personal prejudices and interferen&e from stylistic con-.
siderations are likely to affect marking.

- Limited objectives
The narrow view of language predominant under the pre-
scientific trend in testing entails limited‘objeétives
for language testing and teaching.

- Examiner Training ’ ‘
Language testing is entirely the teachers’ responsibility.
No specifie training is required for language testing. Ac-
cordihgly.'the criteria used vary considerably. Some
teachers put the emphasis on grammatical precision (ac-
~cording to the examples set. by well-known literary au-
thors), while others are more concerned with style or
creativity.

1.2. The psychometric-structuralist trend

The psychometric-structuralist trend in language testing is
most apparent within the audio-lingual approach to language
teaching. ' '

y

l1.2.1, Viewaof language and learning

Language and language learning are viewed -as basically simple



processes that lend themselves,easily to empiriual'investigation
and description., Views of languagé and language learning are
greatly influenced by behaviourism in psychology and structur-
alist theories in linguistics. Under these influences, learn-
ing theory (e.g. Skinner 1957, Quine 1960) maintains that learn-

‘ing is shaped and consists of conditioned responses to stimuli

from the envirgnment. Applied to language learning, this view
results in what Davies (1968) has called the "separate but equal”
v1ew of: language. where the correct language response has to be
assoc1ated with the correct stimulus from the environment. Mas-
tery of a language is expected to be best achieved through o
mastery of what structuralism considers its constituent compo-
nents.

Moulton (1961) summed up the then prevalllng attitudes to lan-
guage in the form of slogans:
language is a set of habits

language is speech not writing
- language is what people say, not what they ought to say
languages are different

'
A

1l.2.2, Language teaching and the learner

'y

The 1mpllcat10ns of the ideas expressed in Moulton's slogans

- provided ideal condltlons for what came to be known as the audio-

lingual approach to language teaching and learning. Behaviour mo-
dification to achieve automaticity of response and structural
pattern practlce became the most important classroom activities,
Politzer .(1964) confirmed

"...behaviourism and formal énalysis of languége were the
chief features of the linguistic impact on language instruc-
tion." (Politzer 1964:149)

and Valette concurred

"The new curriculum materials have been devised on the as-
sumption that forelgn -language learnlng is basically a me-
chanical process of habit formation." (Valette 1966:l32)
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Characteristics of augio—lihgual methdds'include:l

--Rules are taught inductively. The meaning of utterances is
secondary to a precise formulatlon of every pattern Brooks
(1960) confirmed:

"The single paramount fact about language learning is that
it concerns, not problem solving, but the formation and
performance of.habits," {Brooks 1960:40)

- Learning problems are aﬁticipated and identified through
contrastive analyses between the learners mother tongue
and the target language.

- The learners' mother tongue is not used in the classroom.
The observation that languages are different (Moulton 1961)
leads to the assumptlon that nothing but interference can
be expected from the learners" mother tongue.

- Memorization of dialogues, pattern drills and structural
pattern practice form the basis of language teaching in-
fluenced by theories-suchﬁas those advocated by Lado and
Fries. Learners are expected to gain automaticity of re-
sponse to a given stimulus. /

1.2.3. Testing

Language testing takes on a new direction™ under the influence
of two sets of experts:
a) The psychologists; whose concern for the devélopment bf "ob-
jective" measures 1n educational measurement led to the appli-
cation of statlstlcal techniques in an effort to achieve reli-
ability and velldlty.
b) The.linguists; whose concern with the lack of linguistic
principles in language testing led to "the structural linguists”
approach to testingJS(Spolsky 1978:vii) ‘

The contribution of psychology towards the psychometric-
structural trend in testing includes the development and pains-
taking standardization of short item multiple choice tests.
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- Such tests met the demands for’ obgectlve. relléble and valld
measuring instruments. The paramount 1mportance of these cri-
teria is evident in statements such as

"...the‘shape of all tests, whether predictive or non-pre4'
dictive, language or non-language, is pg}dhrlly determined

by the need to test the tests for rellablllty and valldlty.
That is why, for instance, the multiple choice technique

of answering is so common." (Ingram 1968:74)

The new developments in language testing based on a psycho-
metric approach appeared to have at least two shortcomings:
- the new tests tended to use a written format, which 1i-
mited their field of application somewhat;
~ the selection of items was not based on any new theory‘
of language learning and teaching, nor did it seem to
have any foundation in theoretical linguistics.
Agard and Dunkel (1948) were among the first to draw atten-
‘tion to the potential practical deficiencies of the new test-
ing techniques. They pointed out that, despite increased em-
phasis on aural-oral skills, there were no suitable tests to
evaluate these skills. Similar criticisms were voiced by
Carroll (1952, 1953) in reviews of developments in the field
of language testing.

g

The linguistic side of the theoretical foundation for the
psychometric-structural trend in language testing developed out
of Lado's (1950) doctoral dissertation. In his conclusion he
stated that "

-~ a great lag exists in measurement in English as a foreign
language (i.e. new developments in testing and testing
theories were not supported by new developments in lin-
guistic theory)} \

- the lag is connected with unscientific views of language

- the science of language should be used in defining what

10
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ers, explained:

11

to teach

‘Lado further specified procedures <o be followed.to apply lln-

guistic theory to the development of foreign language tests.’
Close to ten years later, Lado's (1961) refined ideas concerm-

- ing language testing were published in what Spolsky (1978) has

called "a classic exposition of the structural linguist's ap-
proach to testing". Constructing language tests could now be
con51dered a 301ence. Strict procedures had to be followed and ‘
1ntu1t10n and proflclency in the target language were no longer :
a sufficient qualification for test designers.

The linguists' understandlng of the nature of language be-
came paramount in setting the specifications for tests, which
theoretlcally were to be based on the contrastlve analys1s hy-
pothesis.

Lado's approach to testing received support. from current lin-
guistics and psychology on a theoretical.as well as on a -practi-~
cal level. Oh a theoretical level the majority of linguists2 and’
psychologists agreed that language learning consisted of the for-
mation 0f a new set of habits in the learner. On a practical lev-
el, test designers needed long lists of short items to be sampled
and tested objectively. Structural linguists were able to ‘deliver
such items readily. This practice resulted in "discrete structure
point" items (Carroll 1961). Carroll, one of Lado's early support-

“ et

"The work of Lado and other language testing specialists has
correctly pointed to the desirability of testing for very
‘specific items of language knowledge and skill, judiciously
sampled from the usua%;y enormous pool of possible items.
This makes for highly reliable and valid testing." (Carroll
1961, quoted in Spolsky 1978:vii)

Thus short-item, multiple choice, discrete-point tests became
the most common form of evaluation within the peychometric-strue-
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turalist trend. Such tests typically consist of a selection (to
be made by the examinee) of correct forms or items ambng a num-
ber of possible replies (i.e. the distractor items). Discrete-
point testlng items usually aim at testing one point of grammar
(e.g. phonology, syntax) at the time. Students do not normally
need to understand whole sentences to answer discrete-point
"items correctly. Not all multiple choice tests are necessarily
discrete-point tests, but only discfete-point tests can tell
éxactly'where the indiv%dual learner went wrong.

l1.2.4, Strengths of the psychometric-structuralist trend

The type-of testing techniques advocated by Lado and his
supportefé ailow the development of tests that conform to high
standards of'reliability and validity. Furthermore, the tests
are relativély economical and easy to admlnlster. Large num-
bers of stfidents can be tested s1multane0usly. Scorlng and
evaluation of tests is mechanical and can be left to machines.
These characteristics encouraged the development of several
standardized tests for the evaluation of student progress and
program success. For example:

Test.of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL)

MLA Foreign Language Test for Teachers and Advanced Students

Graduate Record Examlnhtlons Advanced Tests in various lan-~

guages

Michigan Proficiency Test Battery
Several of these tests have been in use for many years, al-
though some of them have undergone modifications to allow, at
least in part, for changing views about language and learning.

Lado's views on language testing (1961, 1962) have profound-
ly influenced subsequent testlng techniques. The concepts of
statistical validity and reliability have become prérequisite
to language testing and directly quantifiable modes of assess-

+ment are sought even by Lado's opponents.

“r
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1.2.5. Weaknesges of the'pSXCQQQetric-structuralist trend

Tests developed to cdnform to théories of- the psychometric-
structpralist trend have been critisized for a number of reasons.
General theorists (for example Hamp 1968, Di Pietro 1971) as
well as researchers involved in the development of second lan-
guage tests (Upshur 1962) have attacked Lado's premise that a
contrastive analyéis is central to language testing. The psy- -
chometric-structuralist approach to test design relies on the
assumption that knowledge of the individual elements of a lan-
guage is equivalent to knowledge of the language. In recent
years it has become increasingly obvious that knowlédge of the
elements of language is insufficient. Learners are often un-

. able to synthesize their knowledge in order to meet the lin-

guistic demands of language use.

Robinson (1973) identified at least three areas, where "ob-
jectively” designed tests seem inferior to tests from the pre-
scientific trend in the sense that they 1limit the students’
role in the test, ‘ '

- Students produce little or nd language, often they are/

limited to the selection of alternative answers.

- Tests from the pre-scientific trend usually test the
learners' ability to produce language. Objective tests
usually assess the students' ability to recognize cor-

" rect forms.

- In a subjective test, the learner is able to use his own
norms of language. In an objective test, the learner has
to base his replies'on the language norms of the test de-
signer, giving no indication of how he would evaluate a
partiéular situation with regard to contextual factors.,

The preceding discussion indicates that test designers have
adopted an over-restrictive view of the type of language to be
evaluated in order to increase reliability of the tests. Davies

.
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(1978) called this the "reliability-validity tension", Further-
more the over-restrictive view has resulted in decontextualized

language tests that are generally far Temoved from 11fe-11ke lan- )
guage., ‘ )

1.3, The;lntegrative-sociolingg;gtic trend

Tnis trend in language testing is most apparent in cognitive
and eSpecially functional approaches to language‘teaching and.
testing. It developed out of 1ncreaslng1y strong and numerous
attacks on the principles of the contrastlve analy31s uhderly-.
ing the-psychometric-structuralist trend in language testing.
Carroll (1961), after having descrlbed the discrete-point approach,
also described its short- -comings. He thep argued’in favour of
what he called an “"integrative" approach, where the "+total com-
municative effect of an utterance" would be taken into consider-

ation. He prov1ded a clear statement of an "1ntegrated" position
a few years later:

.since the use of language in ordinary situations calls
upon all. these aspects[pf languagé]. we must further recog-
nize that linguistic performance also 1nvolves the individ-
ual'’s capability of mobilizing his llngulstlc competences
and performance abilities in an integrated way, i.e. in the
understanding, speaking, reading or writing of connected dis-
course." (Carroll 1968358)

This position is, in-fact ;nconsistent with an a?oﬁistic approach ,
to language as a basis for testing. Integrative testing requires

a global view of language that runs counter %to Lado%s fundamen-

tal assumptions mentioned above., As far as Carroll was concerned,
there was-no conflict. He felt that global performance should be
tested in addition to individual elements, thus mebilizing all

the elements of a particular language

-

1.3.1. Views of'langyaée and learning

The integrative-sociolinguistic trend is influenced mainly



~+ by developments in psycholinguistics and in sociolinguistics,

1.3.2.1. Psycholinguistic Aspect

The psychollngu1st1c aspect is based omr Chomskyan linguistic
theory. ChomsKy's view of language is fundamentally contrary to
that underlying the psychometric-structuralist trend. Chomsky
pointed out the creative element in language. The infinite num-
ber of possible sentences in a language makes it impossible for
any o?e.native speaker to produce all the feasible and grammat-

.ical sentences of a language within his lifespan. Applied to the ™

second language learning situation, Chomsky'e position on first
language acquisition’called for a reconsideration of the prin-
ciples supporting toe psychometric-structuralist trend in lan- |
guage testing. Accordingly, second languége learning is unlike-
1y to reach the goal of native speaker ability on the basis of

the behéviouriStic habit formation theory and the structuralists'

atomistic perception of language. Chomsky postulated the exis-
tence of "innate 1deas" in every human being and an underlying
rule system for every language (in addition to the ex1stence
of linguistic universals), The_internallzation of underlying
rule systems 1s seen as the key to successful language learn-
_Jing by propoﬁents of Chomsky's theory.

“The fact that a considerable number of psychologists aban-
doned behaviourism in favour of cognitive learning theories has
further influenced the integrative-sociolinguistic trend in lan-
guage testing. Cognitive psychologists do not view oognitive
learning as external, mechanistic processes but as a meanlngful
mentalistic process in which the learners play a central role.
Ausubel (1968) for example. strongly rejected behav1ourism.
cr1t1c121ng L

"..sthe prevailing tendency...for educational- psychologists
to extrapolate findings from animal.‘rote. and perceptual-
motor learning experiments..." (Ausubel 1968:ix)
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He cla1med that . .

'“The acquisition of large bEHleg of knowledge is 51mply im-
pdssible in the absence of meanlngful learning." (Ausubel
1968:61) .

Accordlng to Ausubel. cognitive theory regards the human ner-
vous system as a data—pr009551ng and storlng mechanlsm. where
new ideas and information can be meariingfully learned and re-
tained. This, however, occurs . . ‘ \

"..;only to the extent that they are relatable to already
available concepts- or prop031t10ns whlch provide 1deat10nal
anchorage+" (Ausubel 1967:11)

=\
- Carroll (1961) referred to the influence of these. developm
ments in psychologlcal theory on language learnlng theory as
"cognitive-~code learning theory" as opposed to the "audiolin-
gual&habit theory".

"The cognitive-code learning theory may be thought of as a
modified, up-to-date grammar translation theory.. .Learning
a language is a process of acqulrlng conscious control of
the phonological, grammatlcal and lexical patterns of a sec-
ond language, largely through study and analysis of‘these..
Jpatterns as a body of‘knowlgdge. The theory attaches more
“importance to the learner's understanding @t;&pe structure
of the foreign language than to his facility in using that
structure, since it is believed that provided the student
has a proper’degree of cognitive control over the structures
of the language, facility will develop automatically with
use of the language in meanlngful situations.” (Carroll 1966:
101-102) .
A more cognitive approach to language learning theory has led
to the perception of language learning as a progressive evolu-
tion of transitional stages of knowledge toward a model of com-

. . . e
petence. Language learning is seen as a process of gradual in-
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ternalization of rules.

P
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1.3.1.2. Sociolinguistic Aspect -

', While the first aspect of the integrative-socdiolinguistic
trend owes much to the influence of Chomsky and of cognitive ~
psychology. the second part is, at least in part, a reaction

& to the fallure of Chomskyan linguistic theory to deal with the
complexlty of language: behaviour much more satlsfac orily than
the,iheorles it replaced. The 8001011ngulst1c aspe is cen-
tered around the argument that knowing a language arolves more
than the knowledge of'a 'code. It involves the language user's

~

ablllty to use the language in context.: A language learner
should.be tested for his ablllty to communlcate, to use lin-
gulstlc elements approprlately Chomsky s theory. however.

< does not allow for an account of sociolinguistic factors. Hymes
proposed to broaden .the scope of Chomsky"' s competence/perfor—
mance dichotomy. (see next’ chapter) He expained:

We have then to account for the fact that a normal child
A acquires knowledge of sentences, not only as gremmatical,
o ‘hut also_as appropriate.- Hé or she acqulres competence as
to when to.speak, when'not, and as to what to talk about
with whom, when, where, in what manner. Ih short, a &hild
becomes able to accompllsh a repertoire of speech acts, to

- take part in speech events, and to evaluate their accom— '
plishment by others.” (Hymes 1972:277)

+

‘Hymes has further pointed out that the social context of a mes-
gage 1s as 1mportant as its linguistic context. Missing the
‘cultural cues of a message may, in many cases. be synonymous

4

with mess1ng the message’ entlrely.

Al.j.g;’Lénguége teaching and the learner

Whereas aﬂdiolingual habit theory tries to discourage the
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learner from comparing the target language with his mother
tonghe. the cognltlve-code theory favours careful explanatlons
of differences between the two languages involved. Under the
influence: of the.- -cognitive approach'to language teaching, the
learner is encouraged to acquire conscious control of the tar-
get language. The learner is expected to.reach .a point . at Whlch
he is able to formulate his own replies to pPreviously unhearq
utterances. One of the most important tenets of the cognltlve_
.approach to language teachirig is that. learnlng should be mean-
1ngful to the learner, Chastaln (1976) "has stated

“The students should understand at all tlmes what they are
being asked to do.'They should understand what they are say-
ing, wrltlng. reading, and hearing. New materlal should be
organized to relate to knowledge that the students already
have about their own language, the second langlhage learned
to that point in the course, and their concepts about the
world about them." (Chastain 1976:147) N
v
Paulston (1974) has related Hymes' arguments té the actual
second language teaching situation. Sheyhas shown that communi- .
cative competence, and with it the soc1ollngu1st1c trend in -
language testing, reflect 1mportant aspects of knowing a lan-
guage. Paulston'sarguments' 'imply that teachers need to do
more than simply describe the target language. ‘They should
teach learners ‘'what else native speakers do when they communi-
cate. To-this effect, Kettering (1974) has descrlbed a number
of cultural and social tasks (for example hldlng/showlng feel-
ings through excuses, compliments, complaints) and how they can
be 1ncorporated into teaching situations.

The 1ntegrat1ve -sociolinguistic trend in language testlng is
characterized by teaching méthods which are no longer organlzed
in terms of grammatical features. There are few methods that
_could be’ considered truly "cognitive" (e.g. Dialogue Canada II,
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Part II) . -
A desire to render language learning more efficient has re-
sulted in teaching methods organized in terms of features de- -
:rived from language use. The communicative needs.of the learn- '

er can be determined by predicfing the type of éituations in
which he will 'most likely need to function. This allows the
syllabus designer and the materials writer'to present the learnl"
er with'language appropriate to his own particular needs. A con-
siderable amount of work is in progress in this 'area. Wilkins
(19?6) has outlined the categories for a proposed "notional syl-
- labus". Munby (1978) has outlined a scheme that allows an elab- *
orate specification of the learners' target communicative needs.”
The Council of Europe's Modern Languages Project has stimulated

- @ number of specifications of a "threshold" level of language
proficiency, i.e. the learners' needs (Coste et al 1976, Coun-
cil of Europe 1973 and 1979, Richterich and Chancerel 1978,
Roulet 1976, Trim 1980, Van Fk 1975, 1976, 1980 to name but a
few). The above developments in psycholinguistics and socio-
liriguistics have also led to renewed interest in. experiential

and instrumental approaches to second language teaching such as
immersion programs {e.g. Lambert and Tucker 1972, Macnamara'l966‘
and 1973, Newmark 1966 and 1968, Savignon 1972, Swain 1972, and
others) Several syllabuses for "3pe01f1c purposeS“ have been
designed (e.g. Widdowson 1975). Language teaching has thus be-
come learner-centered in. 1ts aim to meet learners communicative
needs, ‘ '

1.3.3. Testing

The integratiﬁeésbciblﬁnguistic\trend in language testing
marks-a shift of emphasis from linguistic accuracy.to funcfional
ability. Tests reflect the problem-solving approach towards lan-
guage teaching advocated (e.g. Chastain 1976). They are expect-
ed ‘'to reveal what underlying rules the learner has internalized
and how they.deﬁiate. at a given point in time, from the way
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they are used by natlve speakers. Corder (1967) called this
stage the learners* "tran51t10nal competence”, which enables |
them to comprehend and produce utterances within the scope of
their "interlanguage" (Selinker 1972). Corder (1967) advocated
technlques that give learners an opportunity to form and test
their\own hypotheses about the target language and to receive
 positive feedback from their errors. In addition, the concepts
of reliability and validity, central to test construction un-
;der the “influence of the psychometric-structuralist trend (Va-
lette 1967.'Harrls 1969, Clark 1972) are still. of con51derable
1mportance.
L
The integrative-sociolinguistic trend in language éesting
calls for testing instruments that allow an assessment of the
learners' ‘communicative competénce. Prevailing)theory requires
- an evaluation of the learners’ ability to comprehend and pro-
duce utterances that are both 51tuat10nally and contextually
appropriate, To satisfy this condition. a number of different
tests are proposed, e.g. '
= oral interview
- cloze
- dictation
- essay writing
The most frequently used testing techniques seem to be cloze °
and dictation and updated versions of TOEFL and Michigan tests.

1.3.4. Strengths of the integrative-sociolinguistic trend

Testing'téchniques advocated under the integrative- sociolin-
guistic trend show some similarity w1th tests used under the
pre-scientific trend. The more recent trend, however. requlres
tests to be objective, valid and rellable (although some con- ‘
cessions have to be made for tests to be practicable). The in-
tegratlve-3001ollngulst1c treng in language testing encourages
tests that are life-like and meaningful to the learner.

’”



1.3.5. Weaknesses of the integratiVe?sociolinguistic trend

There are. several problems involved in the design and admin-
istration of tests that conform to the objectives outllned above,
Some of these problems are: .

-;The target of the tests. communicative competence, is still
not clearly defined. Some researcheré take it as synony-
mous to "native speaker competence". while others use it to
indicate a "minimum" ability in the second language, others'
use it in yet another context'. '

- Tests evaluating global skills in a life-like situation are
llkely to be time consuming and expensive if a worthwhlle
level of obaect1v1ty..re11ab111ty and validity is to/be
achieved. ‘ < 0 : . _

- Any testing situation is likely to be artificial..I S not
clear, how learners' ability to handle a testing situation
is related to real-life. performance. _

- Another difficulty is testirig learners' linguistic reactibn

. to disappointment, surprise, anger etc., as the motivation
| for communicating these feelings is artificial in testing
situations.

The gfgw\gfoblems outlined above serve to indicate that large-
scale standardized tests (as developed under the influence of the
psychometrlc structurallst trend) are difficult if not impossible
to develop W1th1n the framework of the integrative- sociolinguistic
- trend. In fact, the tenet that tests be based on learners' commu-
nicative needs.indicates, that a large number of different tests
has to be developed to serve a small number of learners (rather
than a few tests to evaluate a large number of students, e.g.
TOEFL, Michigan).

-

1.3.6. Diversification of research

The integrative-sociolinguistic trend in language testing has
encouraged a diversification of testing research. The scope of

A.El‘l’q. ‘
?/\
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research extends to other areas of 1nterest that concern n%t only '
language per sj) but the w1de;>poncept of language acqulsltlon. :
Oller (1976b) dutlines three areas that are important in this con-
text: o

"First, we may examine language tests qua tests; second, we

may investigate learner chafacteristics using language tests

as elicitation devices; third, we may focus attention on hy~

potheses about psychollngulst;c and soc1ollngulstlc constralnts

of various sorts on verbal sequences using language tests as
& research tools." (Oller 1976b:145, his emphasis)

[}

Recent research on the nature of language proflclency in forelgn/
second Tanguages 1ndkcates. that all the traditionally posited
language skills -are fundamentally related.

"It/seems that all human beingsrather naturally attend to

meaning in comprehending and producing discourse, and they

are eilther incapable of or at least not good at attending _
to too much of anything else.” (0Oller and Perkins 1980:9)

Such statements brovide further support for the integrative-
sociolinguistic trend in language testing and its shift away
from an atomistic approach towards language, that concentrates
on form, towards an integrative or global one, that concentrates
on meaning. o ‘

4 f ®
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2, THE BASIC DICHOTOMY AND ITS SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENT

The purposefbf this chapter is to show the evolution of the
competence/performance dichotomy as.postulated by Chomsky. A dis-
cussion of Chomsky's dichotomy is followed by a look at a number
of reactions to his postulated theory. All but one of these re-
actions are critical of Chomsky's conception of competence. The
theorists discussed in this chapter are primarily concerned
with competence in terms of ideal or native speakers' knowledge.
Except for Halliday, they all accept the distinction between
competence and performance and they see these compdonents as com-
pesed of various sub-components.

Linguistics has always been concerned with givihg an account
of language, but the emphasis tended to change under the influ-_
ence of prevalling theories of language. From traditional, pre-
scriptive works on what speakers of a giien_language should say,
Bloomfieldian descriptivism turned to accounts of what people
actually saj. A further shift of emphasis occurred under the in-

"fluence of cognitivism and the awareness that language is cre-
ative. The awareness that no individual language user would ever
be able to use all the possible grammatical sentences in his lan-

* guage, stimulated an interest in underlying knowledge, i.e. the
language user's potential to produce and understand these sen-
tences. One of the problems with this view was to decide whose
underlying knowledge a grammar should deal with, as language

ability appears to be idiosyﬁcratic even among native speakers
of thé same language.

1
3

2.1. Chomsky's competence/performance theory

Chomsky (1965) formally introduced the dichotomy to satisfy
the methodological necessity of his approach of studying language
in terms of idealizeg abstractions. He has stated:
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*Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal- speak-
_er-listener..." (Chomsky 1965:3)

PR

"‘mIn Chomsky's view, all details of language behaviour are irrel-

\evant‘and. accordingly, he ignores them. Although he considers
his dichotomy related to Saussure's "langue-parole" distinection,
he rejects the concept of "langue“ -as merely a systematic inven-
tory of items. Instead, he proposes the "Humboldtian conception
.of underlying competence” (Chomsky 1964)3..Chomsky's dichotomy
negsembles that of Saussure in the sense that'théy both propose a
distinctign‘between what might be called shared vs. idiosyncra-
tic knowledge of language users. Shared knowledge (competence in
Chomsky's terms) takes precedence over idosyncratic knowledge
in both theorists' views.

"The classical Saussurian assumption of the.logical Priority

of the study of langge ..seems quite inescapable". (Chomsky

1964:52, his empha51s)

The. basic principle o; the dichotomy is clearly stated in
Aspects of the Theory of Syntax

"We thus make a fundamental distinction between competence
(the speaker-hearer's knowledge of his language) and perfor-
mance (the actual use of language in concrete Eézszigns.“
(Chomsky 1965:4, his emphasis) '

Such a separation of language and language user operates on sev-
eral distinct levels as will be seen below.

According to Chomsky, competence refers to the deep structure,
"~ ive. the language user's knowledge of the grammatical rules un-
derlying a glven language. The study of competence concerns the

. study of psychologically real grammars. The languagé-users' com-
petence can be inferred from his performance and in turn be
approximated to and compared with the ideal spéaker—listener's
competence which constitutes the competence model.
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Performance can only be a direct reflection of competence un-
der the idealizations outlined by, Chomsky

'+v.an ideal speaker—listener,,in a completely homogenedus
speech~community, who knows its language perfectly and is
unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant conditions as
memory limitétions. distractions, shifts of attention and
interest, and errors (random or characteristic) in apply-

' ing his knowledge of the language in actual performance."
(Chomsky 1965:3)

It seems impossible then, that performance could directly re-
flect underlying competence. Natural speech is almost certain
to show deviations from rules, memory lapses or similar inter-
ference, and an exact correspondence between linguistic rules
of a language and the speaker's output is unlikely. The llngulst
trying to define competence has actual and potential utterances
to work with. Although the ba31c formulation of the dichotomy
given by Chomsky seems clear, some of the details are not speci-
fied and the researcher is left to 1nterpret them. For example
Chomsky has stated ’

"...the actual observed language - actual performance - does
not simply reflect the intrinsic sound-making connections
established by the system of linguistic rules. Performance
involves many other factors as well." (Chomsky 1967:397)

and

".+vin the study of grammar we abstract away from the many
other factors...that interact with underlying compefence to
produce actual performance."” (Chomsky 1966:9)

Such performance factors include perceptual and memory limita-
tions, but the difficulty of differentiating between data that
fﬁﬁindicates the language user's competence and performance devia-
‘ ﬁtions is still unsolved. The distinction that competence is the
concern of linguistics whereas ﬁerformance should be considered
~the domain of psychology, does not clarify ?he problem at issue.
A further distinction, that of considering "Sentences" as lin-
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guistic units, while relegating "utterances" to psychology as
proposed by some researchers (e.g. Greene 1972) is of little
. practical hélp, In fact, Greene makes yet another distinctidn.
i.e. between
- the abstract ability to produce a sentence, and
- fﬁé choice of a particular sentence on a particular occa-
sion, usually due to a wide variety q& situational vari-
ables. ’

This last distinction leads again to the domain of psychology,
as no consideration is given to sociologicél'factors by Chomsky
at this point in time. Any investigation into the choice of ut-
terances is likely to involve the motivation of human behaviour
rather than actua; language.

Greene (1972) pointed out that both linguists and(psycholo—
gists arg/ﬁnterested in explaining a speaker's ability to convey
meanings that can be understood by other speaker-listeners of
the same language. The extent to which linguistic and psycholo-
gical accounts of competence coincide is difficult to assess,
esPecigily due to the fact that Chbmsky's writings &efine compe-
tence in two different ways, one of these having more signifi-
cant implications for psychology than the other. Again, inter-
pretgtions vary. The most widely accepted interpretation main-
-§ained by linguisté and psychologists (Greene 1972, Fodor and
Garrett 1966, Campbell and Wales 1970, Canale and Swain 1979
-amongst others) is to classify Chomsky's two definitions of com-
petence into a) the weak version and b) the strong version.

a) Weak version

The weak version (according to Greene) defines competence
as the language user's knbwledge of the rules of grammar, syntax
- and phenology of a given language. Such competence is identified.
with mental ability or capacity.'Performance here is the actual
use (including false starts, memory lapses etc.) the language
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user makes of his competence. This version is confined to the
escription of linguistic usage, i.e. of a generative grammar.
‘quhases not touch upon the internalization of this éystem of
rules or operations, nor its output. The déscription-would en-
tail .
- a set of rules capable of generating all grammatically cor-
‘rect sentences of a language, and

-~ structural descriptions that reflect the native SPeaker s

intuitions about grammatical relationships.

The implication for a model of performance within the frame-
work of Chomsky's weak version is that any output from a psy-
chological model of the language user's behaviour could be put
to the test by evaluating it agaiﬁst the linguistic model as
pointed out by Greene'(l9?2). In addition, the weak version al-
lows for the theory that the set of rules providing theybeét
descriptive account of a language user's intuitions is not nec-
essarily linked with the set of operations whereby he himself
arrives at these intuitions. Most linguists tend to accept this
weaker version and its implicationgl Halliday 1s one exception
and his point of view will be discussed in 2.2.

b) Strong version

The strong version equates a theory of competence with the
linguistic rules that generate the grammatical sentences of a
language. A theory of performance is equated with the interac-
tion of the theory of grammar and the set of non—grammaticél
psychological factors relevant to language use. The>character-
ization of linguistic abilities is simplified considerably by
omitting any account of the role of memory or various low-level
sensori-motor éapacities involved in the production as well as )
the perception of speech. The focus is on the internalized rules
of grammar in the cognitive system of the speaker-hearer. They
are expected to provide the basis for his understanding of lin-
guistic relations. Chomsky has stated:

"A person ﬁho has learned a language has acquired a system
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of rules that relate sound and meaning in a certain specific
way. He has, in other words, acquired a certain competence‘

that he puts to use in producing and understanding speech."

(Chomsky 1970:184)

He has further claimed that since the ability to learn to speak
a natural language is basic to human intelligence, the-rules un-

derlying language learnlng must be characterlstlc of the way the
human mind works. . -

*

"At the level of universal grammar, the linguist is trying to
establish certain general ﬁrbperties of human intelligence.

Linguistics _so characterized, is simply the sub-field of psy-
chology that deals with these aspects of mind." (Chomsky 1972:

In summary, the weak version is limited to a descrlptlon of
what the. lingui=<@c usage of the natlve Speaker-hearer consists-
of. The strong version, however, hypothe51zes as to how “the na-
tive speaker-hearer operates when using language. Accordlng to
the strong version, the rules of transformational grammar are
representative of the way in which the human mind functions. If
this claim is accepted, any contrary findings are likely to re- _
sult 1n a radical change in the form and organlzatlon of the com-
petence hypothe51zed to underly language use. Most llngulsts re-
Ject this sitrong version as it is thought, to be to&ﬁ%estrlctlve

(for a discussion of crltlclsms see 2.2.) NE
_%;$
Kempson (1977), interpreting and elaborating Chomsky S strong
version of competence, has equated the study of the linguistic
regularities of a language with a theory of competence, Pragmatlc-'
theory, in Kempson's framework, is part of a theor&bof perfor-

mance {Kempson 1975:220). She has further claimed that

"...a theory which characterises the interaction between that
llngulstlc characterisation and all the other factors Wthh
determiné the full gamut of regularltles of communication is
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a theory aof performance...a'theory characterising a speaker's
ability to use his language appropriately in context, a theo-
" ry of communicative competence, is, simply, a performance
- theory." (Kempson 1977:5k-55)

KempSon's use of the term "communicative competence" differs
therefore considerably from the way Hymes uses it (discussion in

2,2.)

T

L .
2.2. From competence to communicative competence

The chpetence/pefformaﬁce distinetion Chomsky Proposed -has
had considerable impact not only in linguistics but also in the
fields of-gsychology. philoéophy.and'sociology.‘Most of the-crit-
iecs feel that Chomsky's dichotomy is either too, restricting or

.does not consider some or other aspect it should include. .

Fodor and Garrett (1966), writing on the distinction between
compefence and performance, accepted.the weak‘version-of'the
dichotomy. However, they criticized what they éalled Chomsky's
"competencelplus" view, i.e. the .definition of performance be-
ing simply the theory of competence without the idealization,
They stated that ' ' .-

"«..in the sense in which distinguishing between performance
and competence is distinguishing between behaviour and the
mechanisms underlying it, both linguistic and psychological
models are models of competence." (Fodor and Garrett.l96§:
138) : '

In their opinion, a satisfactory exﬁianation of the relationship.

" between cohpeténce_and rerformance will need to represent that
"relationship as abstract, ‘

"...the degree of abstractness being proportional to the fail-
ure of formal features of derivations to correspond to per-
formance variables." (Fodor and Garrett 1966:152)
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Contextual 1nformat10n is however not included in the type o
grammar motivating the emplrlcal studies they discuss. This as-
pect is very 1mportan£ to other researchers, such .as Campbell and
Wales. They are primarily concerned with the psychological aspect
of the language acquisition process. They accept the methodologi-
cal distinctiondproposed by Chomsky. However, <they feei that
Chomsky's framework fails to allpw for what they consider.

"...the most important linguistic ability..:the ability to
produce or understand utterances which are notso much Eram-

T matical.put. more important, appropriate to the context in
which they are made. {Campbell and Wales\1970:247, their em-
phasis)

Accordingly, the lehguage user's ability to produce and understand

" all grammatical sentences and the operations involved in the se-

lection of a particiular sentence are not the only aspects to be
considered. His ability to maﬁe that selection, taking into con-"
sideration contextual factors, ‘is equally or more important. Camp-
bell and Wales' definition of "context" includes both the situa-
tional and the verbal context of utterances. They propose a broad-
er notion of competence. intenided to include linguistic competence
(i.e. knowledge of the rules of grammar) as well as knowledge of
the rules of language use. Althoﬁgh Campbell and Wales do not ex-
plicitly confirm this, they seem to accept the concept of perfor-

‘mance as the actualization of their definition of competence.

. .
»

Habermas (1970}, a social theorist, has developed the concept
of communicative competence from a-philosopher-semantician's point
of view, His theory of communicative competence is hlghly ideal-
ized and abstract. He has equated a theory of. communicative compe-
tence with "the mastery of.an ideal speech situation”. While ac- -

cepting Chomsky's basic distinction between competence and perfor-

mance, he has criticized Chomsky's theory on a semantic #gs well as
on a sociolinguistic level. On a semantic‘leve;. he has questioned

the theory's claim that universal meaning is rooted at a deep

»
DI 2




‘ther postulated the existence of "a\priori" and "a posteriyri"
semantio universals. He has"argued that . some semaﬁtig univers
are monologlc. others are 1ntersub3ect1ve (as opposed to Chomsky's .
v1ew of language as a self—contalned system). Figure 2.1., basegd
-onHahermas' (1970) represeqtatlon of the four resultant classes.
suﬂharlzes his views of the: organlzatlon of semantlc universals.

On a soc1ollngulst1c level Habermas has rege

ory for 1ts narrow perceptlon of -competenter

" count of the essentlal dimension of comm
N,adeallzed sense). The intersubjectivi

,ed Chomsky's the-v
t falls to take ac-
_1cat10n (in 2 highly :
language entails ‘the.
admission of sociological content into the notion -of communica- .
tive competence. He has further argued that a. communicative sit-.
,,uatlon depends on a structure of 1ntersub3ect1v1ty which is lin-
‘gulstlc. Such a structure is generated neither by llngulstlc
rules in a monologlcal system-'nor by ‘the extrallngulstlc Tactors
3f performance. Accordlngly. communlcatlve competence should be
defined in terms of "the-basic quallflcatlons of speech and of
‘symbolic interaction” (Habermas 1970) the language user must
* have at his disposal in addition to his l;ngulstlc competence
'ﬂiﬁ.order to.partake in_hormal,diSqouree:
] Habermas' cohoeption of communicative competence requires an
‘ ideal speaker, who has ‘complete mastery of the dialogue-consti-
‘tutive universals without taking into coﬁsideration actual'ref
strictions under empirical -conditions, Although Habermas" em;
phasis on the contextualized 1ntersub3ect1ve nature of language"
“ should not be ignored, his concept of communlcatlve competence
1s extremely idealized and unlikely to find appllcatlon in lan-
guage testing. ' ‘ “ - : R

.Jakobovits (1970) has rejected Chomsky's dichotomy because it
only accounts for language usage and 1gnores factors a38001ated
with language use. He has proposed ‘a framework for communlcatlve

competence that contalns four dlfferent components.
] N
Ny )



32

(spaom hﬁowoo Jo
wa3sfs ayy *F+a) uoTyng

"7 -T3SU0D TBUOT}BATIIOW pue

aatqdaosasd Jo sTesasATUNn

o

(spaom dtysurty
Jo wajyshs ayy *5+9)
STESISATUN Teanjino

-

(suwty ‘eoeds ‘soueisqns
‘£1TTesnea *3'3) uolje
-3823dI83UT JO SawWaYdS

8ATETUZ00 TESISATUN

- (9AT3e35U ‘BATY
-exdduy ‘sunouoad Tuuos
-I3d *3'9) sTesIaATUn
9ATIN]TEISUOD-anTFoTRIp

N .
Aomwﬂ SBULI9qBH U0 passq)

: -
. ..U..nWO..HOﬁOE:
‘UOT3EBZTTRTOO0S
TTe oapadaad yotym: -

=mmﬂpomﬁnsmnmpcﬁz_
UOT3BZTTETOOS

TeTiuajod Jo uoT3Tpuco syj
- 03 DPBNUIT axe ydTym***

1

=Hh0ﬁhmvmom e,
8TqTssod Burssan
-oxd sTY2 ayew yoTym=*:

1] ﬁ-.Ho.ﬂ.HAH .m [1]
T sadustaad
|xmwmmoohm:0ﬁss...

 STESIPATUN 0TiUBUSS .

1

r _ STESISATUN

<3

oWPcmswm Ho.ﬁoaﬂmuﬂnmmno.Aommﬁv..wmahmnmm_.ﬂ.m aanITg



t 33

- a pafalingutstic component
-~ & kinesic component

- a sociolinguistic. component
- a psycholinguistic component.

to account for the variables involved in language use. The fact
that Jakobovits has excluded grammatical competence ‘from communi-
catlve competence necessitates the retention of llngulstlc com-

petence and performance in his framework, resultlng in a double
dlchotomy.

linguistic competence - i "linguistic performance
communicative competence - ~communicative performance

From this it could be concluded that grammatical and communica~
tive competence are two separate .-factors of "knowing a language"”
that exist 1ndependently. However, Jakobovits malntalned 1n his .
‘discussions on language teaching that llngulstlc and communlcatlve
competence should not be taught separately, nor necessarlly ;n\
that order. ¢

Hymes, prlmarlly an anthropologist and sociologist, was inter-
ested in the interaction of language and social setting (1967).
Later (1972) he discussed language in the conteXu of a hetero-
geneous sPeech communlty. In Hymes' theory,’ communlcatlve compe-
tence seems to be equated with native speaker competence. es-
pecmally with native speakers' ability to produce and understand
utterances appropriate to the context. He has pointed'out

"...there are rules of use without which the rules of grammar
would be useless" {Hymes 1972:278)

As an example Hymes has discussed a hypothetlcal child who has
the ablllty to produce and understand any of the grammatical
sentences of his native language. Such a child, produclng any
sentence (and p0581bly speech and silence too) at random, would
likely be lnstltutlonallzed ‘He has concluded that these factors
must conform to specific rules, rules that should be accounted
for in a theory of communlcatlve competence. This is further
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supported by the fact that in normal first language aequleltlon.
grammatical accuracy.and 51tuat10nal appropriateness are acquired
together. It is therefore not suff1c1ent to consider language use
as a part of performance only and Chomsky s dichotomy should.
accordlng to Hymes, be revised accordingly. Hymes has redeflned
the orlglnal notion of competence and developed communlcatlve
competence to allow for the- above factors. In his framework
communicative competence includes four grammatical and behav-
.1oural components reflected in the Judgements and abilities of
language users: : '

Grammatical
- Whether and to what degree somethlng is formally possible (some-
thing possible within a formal system is grammatical, cultural
and on occcasion, communlcatlve)

Psycho-linguistic’

Whether and to what degree something is feasible (within the
means of implementation available) - : ' \ .

Socio-cultural :
Whether and to what degree something is appropriate. (in relation

to ‘the context in which it is used and evaluated)
e

Probablllstlc

Whether and to what degree something'iS'in fact done, (i.e. some-
thing might be possible, feasible and appropriate’ and not occur
and, if it does occur, what its occurregee .enthils).

ths fourth component is very important as native speakers are
able to anticipate and predict with remarkable accuracy what will
‘be sald in a given context, '

Hymes' Fframework of communicative com etence, then, refers to
the interaction between knowledge of the rules of grammar (gram-
matical competence) and knowledge of the rules of language use.
He has proposed to treat general psycholinguistic factors (such
as memory, perceptual strategles) as aspects of communlcatxve

L
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competence (as did Jakobovits 1970). Performance is the lahguage
user's actual use of this communicative competence in the course
of actual events.

Hélliday represents the ideology of the British School (b&fn
out of Firthian phllosophy and the influence of the linguists
of The School of Prague) He is concerned about the way in which
language is used  in social interaction and how it varies in
accordance with social function. Halliday (1970, .1973) has re-
jected Chomsky's competenca/performance dlstlnctlon. He has,

. however;, agreed that there is a difference between what a lan-
guage user knows in a language and what he can do with that
knowledge. His rejection of Chomsky's dichotomy ishtwofoldz

- He considers it unnecessary if it 1s intended to differ-
entiate between what we can and what/ye cannot describe in
a grammar. _

- He considers it misleading if it serves to restrict the
data considered.

Chomsky (1976a) has conceded that theoretical assumptions regard-
"ing relevant vs. not relevant data can be dangerous and should
not be accepted as dogma to the exclusion of other research
lines.

- The approach Halliday has advocated (1973. 1978} in place of
a competence/performance model centres around the notion of
"meaning potential". He has defined this as sets of optlons
that are available to the language user. .He has proposed a )
system relating meaning potential to behaV1our potential con-
sisting of three stages:

- what a speaker can do-(behavioural realization)
- what a speaker can mean (semantic-meaning options)

. wﬁgt.a spisfer can say (grammatical options)
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ThL direction of influence from leveLfto level indicates that
in Halliday's theory grammatical options are the direct real-
zization of semantic options. As Canale and Swain (1979) have
‘pointed out, this concurs with one of the axioms of modern
linguistics, i.e. any natural language can express any meaning
in some way or otHfr. It may however be difficult to maintain
this in the context of learners of a second or foreign lan- -
guage. At the beginning of language learning, meanings and be-
havioural realizations are likely restricted by what the lan~
guage user can say. Many applied linguists (for example Canale
and Swain 1979, Morrow 1977, Johnson 1977, Wilkins 1976) seenm
to maintain this view.

Halliday's claim that semantic options are the realization
of behavioural options is somewhat less clear as it could Hard-
ly be maintained that one is only able to express semantically
what social conventions permit. It would seem that social con-
ventions permit to some degree what can be expressed semanti-
cally (for example, the advent of moglern technology entails <4
new terminology), but examples for the situation where the
opposite holds can also be found. Halliday's linear progression’
is further put in doubt if one considers the possibility of
using language with little or no reference to the social con-
text, such as organizing one's thoughtsand in creative-languége
usé€ (Chomsky 1975, Canale and Swain 19?9); A possible solution
would seem to be in a circular approach, where each option is
allowed to draw on and enhance the other, as illustrated in
Figure 2.2,

Whereas Hymes {and other sociolinguists and anthropologists,
for example Gumperz) is prim;rily concerned with the ihcorpo-
ration of the social meaning in a framework of communicative
competence; Halliday is equélly concerned with the importance
of the referential meaning of language, the ability

"+..t0 communicate something...to represent our experience



of the prdcesées. pefsons. objects, abstraétions. qualities,
states and relations of the world around us and inside us;"
(Halliday 1970:145-146)

¢

Figure 2.2, Halliday's meaning potential relafionship - pro-
posed change g | '

A

_l",;:

B« —» C.

Halliday (1973) Proposed change

2.3. Summary and implications for testing
) ]

The theories of communicative competence that have evalved .
from Chomsky's dichotomy up to this point have tended to focus
mostly on one or the other area, i{equinguisticf‘psychpiinguistic
semantic, depending on their proponents' main interest. Figure 2.3.
illustrates this point. ' -7 ‘

. W

Chomsky"'s didhotomy was not designed to and cannot handle ‘ ' -
the sociocultural dimension that emerges as necessary to any
study concerned with the communicative aapéct ef language. The
type of theory Chomsky—ﬁas advocated is devoid of any attempts
to explain the use of language in sociocultural contexts. As a
result, it only serves to support the kind of‘testing advocated
under the influence of structuralism, i.e. discfete—point test-~
ing of forms. Even modfficétions to Chomsky's early thinking )
left the grammar as a kind of mechanism, most cIosely related
to structural theory, and far removed from communication bnd

the social context in which it takes place. Diller (1971} has



Figure 2.3, Summary of theorists and their main concéfn
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& .
reported-an‘ihcreased‘trend towards patfern drill and memorization

- based tests which he has considered to be a direct result of
Chomsky's theory. '

Campbell and Wales have maintained that communicative competence
is central to the process of‘language‘acquisition and as such its
definition is the goal of the psychology of language. This em-
phasis on the psycholinguistic features of environmental factors
has led them to neglect the ébciolinguistic'featurés to a great
extent. Habermas, on the other hand, is concerned primarily with
ideal speech situations. Like Chomsky, he has avoided all con-
straints imposed by'the real world. This results in a decontex-
tualized view of communicative competence. |

Jakobovits' theory is in some ways similar to that of Hymes.
However, he has stressed the contrast between the various- aspects
of a language user's communicative competence, when, in fact,other
researchers seem to be interested in theiy relationship. Munby
(1978) has pointed out that it is more important to stress re- .
lationships than pedagogically less relevant contrasts between
grammatical and the sociocultural and psycholinguistic aspects
of a speaker/listener's competence.

Hymes ﬁs'mainly concerned with the language user's competence
with regard to judgements and abilities related to or interde-
- pendent with socliocultural features. Hymes includes discourse
within the framework to be covered by a theory of communicative
competencé. although he does not develop this area within the
model he proposes. ’

At a lower level of idealization, Halliday's theory is similar
to Hymes' in 'its concern with language use. At the highest level
of idealization, however, Halliday's language functions are con-
cerned with similar issues as Habermas' theory of communicative
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' competence, Halliday seems to cover a smaller area of data in
greater detail than Hymes, but his analysis of language in use
is restricted to the level of the clause.

As the preceding dlSCuSSlon shows, the dlchotomy proposed by
Chomsky has undergone considerable modifications. A great deal " -
has been written about communicative competence and it is not
always clear, what precisely is included in a definition of the
term. Furthermore, the same term is likely used. to describe
very different phenomena. Rivers (1973:26), for example, con-
siders communicative competence as a synonym for "spontaneous
speech", while other researchers eqdﬁ%e it with native speaker.
fluency. The definition of the basic framework is of consider-
Able importance since it determines the scope of subsequent -
tests. In River's (1973) sense of the term, a test would con-
centrate on students’ speaking ablllty only. In a framework
such as postulated by Hymes, a test would concentrate on
appropriateness of utterances.
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3. TOWARDS A COMPREHENSIVE THEORY OF COMMUNICATEVE COMPETENCE

The purpose of this chapter is to further-trace the develop-
ment of Chomsky's initial competenée/performahce dichotomy and
to investigate what it signifies in the work.of different re-
searqhers; This chapter is separated from the previous chapter
for two reasons: _ ‘ o

- researchers discussed. in chapterlj tend to be concerned

with how the dichotomy relates to actual speakers of a
‘language rather than with ideal speakers

- actual speakers are usually thought of in terms of-secohd_

~ or foreign language ‘learners. ’ |
The group of researchers dlscussed in this chapter also 1ncludes
a brief discussion of Oller's theory, which does not use the
competence/performance distinction as such.

3.1. The minimum theory

Mlnlmum theorles, such as proposed by Savignon (1972). Van Ek
(1976) amongst others, characterize communicative cémpetence as
the minimum knowledge required of a learner to enable him to-
interact successfully'with native speakers of the target lan-
guage. "Minimum”, however, is subjective and difficult to quan-
tify. It could consist of a few expressions found in a bilingual
dictionary dealing with the two languages in qdestioh. Such in-
teraction would, undoubtedly, be unsaﬂisfactory for both parfies
invelved and might be referred to as groping, rather than coping.
Figure 3.1. illustrates the relatively uncertain position of
communicative competence in relatlon to degree of sklll and
ability to communlcate.

At point A, two speakefs of different languages, whose con-
varsation attempts are mdtually unintelligible, might be able to
exchange a few expressions thanks to a bilingual dietionary. One

b
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of the two speakers, G, starts to learn speaker Y's language. As
G progresses in his studies, he becomes 1ncrea51ngly able to c0pe
in Y's language. The minimum ability theory tries to define what
G needs to express his thoughts and what G needs to understand
that which Y says to him, without breakdowns in conversation
caused by G's incompetence. In this type of theory, communicatlve

competence is not equated with native speaker competenfe.

Figure 3.1. Levels of communicative competence

- -
-
e
w P _
i - communicative competence.
® ‘
& |
q -
Q -
o
A Communicative ability B

-

Sav1gnon (1972) descrlbed a study that is often referred to

as a mlnlmum theory. She deflned communicative competence as
o
"...the ablllty to funetion in a truly communicative setting -

this is in a dynamic exchange in which linguistic competence -
must adapt itself to the total information input, both lin-
guistic and parallngulstlc. of one or more interlocutors."
(SaV1gnon 1972:80, s s emphasis)

Apart from thls deflnltlon. Sav1gnon did not deflne an oper-
ational theory of communicative competence, nor did she include
a description of communlcatlgn in the study. The emphasis was
on skills needed to get the speaker's meaning across, to enable
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the speaker to say what he really wanted to say. Savignon.did
not elaborate a model of communicative competence. What she con-
sidered "the most common language situations a learner is like-
1y to encounter" were chosén on the basis of intuition and need
(i.e. ‘depending on how the conversation during classtime de-
veloped and what appearé&d to interest her _students). Some of the
Jlanguage situations chosen for their usefulness were: greetings,
leave ‘taking, information gettlng and giving, accepting, refusing
~and extending 1nv1tat10ns. describing and reporting. Savignon
considered linguistic’ competence less important than the ablllty
to understand what was belng said and the ability of the stu-
dents to make themselves understood. (At the end of the experl-
ment students: ‘expressed some frustratlon about their linguistic
shortcomlngs. i.e. they felt lack of knowledge of structures

and vocabulary reduced their ability to express themselves.)
Accordingly, the criteria for evaluation included only compre-
hensibility and semantic accuracy in the "code" area, indicating
a concern for pronounciation and vocabulary rather than'struc—
ture. Savignon's tests took into consideration suitability of
utterances as well as klne31c and paralinguistic features

such as facial expr9551ons and gestures.

Savignon's (1972) deflnltlon of communicative competence

' seems to exclude the written aspect of language. This might be -
due to a conception of communication as being only spoken or

it might be due to time constraints imppsed. on her study.
Savignon's study disregarded how indivﬂzuai utterances are )
linked at the level of discourse. Due to the lack of theoreti-
6al”foundations. Savignon's study cannot be considered a theo-
ry of communicative competence. Furthermore, the lack of syste-
matically defined selection critexnia for content to be taught
precludes it from being a model for commﬁnzzg%ive competence.
It is, as Savignon 1nd1cated in the title of her book, an qﬂk‘
periment in .foreign language teachlng.
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Van Ek (1976) attempted to deflne a "threshold level“ that
would enable learners to interact with native speakers 0f the
target language. Van Ek's model is not meant to be language
specific, although he offered amodel for learners of English
as a foreign language. Van Ek (1976) expected his “"minimum ob-
Jective for the teaching of (mainly oral) foreign language com-
munication" to be only part of a more comprehensive foreign
language curriculum. As such, minimum ability is considered '
a skill, rot knowledge, : Ty

Van Ek's model stresses the 1mportance of "language functions".
(such as 1mpart1ng or seeking factual knowledge. expressing and
Tinding out emotional or intellectual attitudes) and "notions"
(such as-existeﬂtial._SPatial. temporal). His model. accordlng—
'ly. includes extensive lists of such content- speczflcatlons.
Grammatlcal forms required to express these functions and notions
are of secondary importance. As in Sav1gnon (1972), the emphasis
is on gettlng meariing across. Van Ek further speclfledaknd1v1dual
situations in terms of learner § roles, settings and topics as ~
well as in language act1v1t1es (speaklng, writing, llstenlng,
readlng), functlons and notions. His"multi- dlmen51onal semantic~
pragmatlc lnventory is intended for syllabus development with
'adult learners in a European context in mind. It could, however,
be adapted to sult other requirements. ' _ -

<

Figure 3.2;'summarizes Van Ek's (1976) model by showing the
,main factors involved in the specifications he proposed. The

: partlcular inventories of vocabulary, structures and grammatlcal

‘ categorles are based on which of these fattors are 1nvolved in
a speC1f;catlon of the learner's needs.‘ ‘ ™
- ' , é" : >'\‘\
. The main crlterlon for the purpose of evaluation in Van Ek's .
model is whether’ communlcatlon takes place: The listener who is
unable to understand what is said to him 'and the speaker who 1s

b ‘ . S . 3
, N . .
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unable to make’ hlmself understood have -not reached the ob;ectlve
of communlcatlng. A second criterion in the above framework is
the degree of efflclency with which communlcatlon takes place. A
speaker's efficiency in qommunlcatlng can be determlned by Jjudg-
ing speaking speed, precision and linguistic accuracy (1nclud1ng

‘ grammatical, lexical and phonetlcal con51deratlons) accordlng to
Van Ek (1976). A listener may also be judged on his ability to
understand text spoken w1th standard or near-standard pronunci-
ation, at normal speed,and without repetitiens. 4’ language_user
who has to ask for constant repetition of what is being said

Aksannot be considered a successful listener.

Van Fk's . (1976) model does not include rules of language use

- and how they relate to the appropriateness of utterances, nor
does it consider how individual”utterances -are linked at the
level of discourse. It is simply an 1nventory for needs spe01--
fications, although it implies that certaln socilolinguistic
factors are- 1mportant in determining language use, Van Ek' s in-
ventory is more structured and presented in a more formal way
than Savignon's (1972) study, their main. concern is the
:same. hamely gettlng meaning aE:::%

» Evaluation criteria depend on a comprehensive definition of

_ the known factors involved in communicative competence., A defi-
nition of communicative competence should, therefore, te as
comprehensive as pessible. A comprehensive or 1ntegrat1ve
(Canale and Swain 1979) theory of communicative competence
would, 1deally. explaln the relationship between llngulstlc
rules and rules of language use as well as how and to what
extent context determines the selection of vocabulary. utter- ..
ances and structure.'

3.2. Comprehensive or integrative theories

Recently, several more comprehensive theoretical. framewgrks



‘of communicative competence have been proposed. The& take~intd
consideration the learner's ability to synthesize his knowledge
of grammatical rules and how this knowledge is used in social
contexts., Furthermore, they take into acceunt his knowledge of
rules of discourse underiyiné communication,, i.e. how messages
are to be combined.to form units of text (written and spoken).
These -theories can further be considered integrative in that
they do not subdivide listehing. speaking. reading and writing
" into individual skills. They treat these skills as interrelated,
the level of competency of each Sklll being dependent. to a’
'greater of lesser degree, on the level of competence reached

in the others (Figure 3.3. ) '

-

Figure 3.3;‘Interrelatiohship'ef indifidual skills

-

Munby (19?8) proposed a framework of communicative competence
that consisits ‘of three major components.

- a sociocultural component .

- a soeiosemantic'view of linguistic knowledge

- rules of discourse’

The sociocultural component is based on the iﬁpor%ance of .con-
textual appropridcy as pointed out by Hymes (1972), Cooper (1968)
and Widdowson (1978) amongst others. The sociocultural orientation

1
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focuses on the social function of language which'Lp turn requires
‘2 learner-centered approach to language teachlng. which would be

based on the language needs of the learner. But, in order o know

what to teach, the learner's needs have to be. spe01f1ed carefully.
Speech functions .and communlcatlve acts can be selected according-
ly which, in Munby's framework, will Justify the selection-of

—
partlcular skills to be empha31zed and linguistic forms to be . '
taught. . ‘ ‘ S

The. soc1osemantlc v1ew of llngulstlc knowledge is ‘based on '
Halllday s concept oi meanlng potential, that draws attention to '
the sociosemantic basis of llngu1stlcs. ‘In Munby's theoretical
framework the concept of meaning potential also indicates the
central role of the semantic options available to a language

user in that they translate behav1oural optlons into options
in linguistic form.

" Munby postulated‘the component of rules of discourse, to account
for the language user's ability
- to use linguisticsforms to perform communicative acts, and
- to understand the communicative purpose of utterances and
their relatlonshlps to other utterances.

The theoretical framework for this component is based on Sinclair

and Coulthard (1975) who postulated the discourse level of opera-
tion as the mediator between the levels of grammar (syntax. lexis,

‘phonetlc) and the rest of a speech event or 51tuat10n as it im-
‘pllcates llngulstlc form as well as 5001al norms. Munby* s rules

of discourse include:

- Widdowson's (1975) knowledge'of'rhetorical rules of useﬂwhich

govern patterning of communicative acts : \

- Candlin's {1976) contextual meaning of utterance, i.e.
how its value is affected by what precktdes it and what
follows it

. : : ® :
- Widdowson's (1978) interpretative strategies of language

‘users, i.e. the psychological processes- that underly'_



the overt language activities such as speaking.

Munby's (1978) model inclpdes‘extra—linguistic-knbwledge and
abilities of a language user in communicative competence. However,
except for a brief discussion of the non-verbal aspect of communi-

. cation, the area of extra-linguistic knowledge is not discussed.-

After having specified a theoretical framework for communi-

cative competgnce. Munby (19?8) elaborated a very detailed and
“exhaustive model for identifying communicative needs of learners.
In his pfoposed "Communication Needs Processor”" account is taken
of eight variables he 1solated as affectlng communicative needs.
There is, for.example, the purposlve domain (i.e. the purpose for
which the second/foreign language 1s needed), broken down into
micro-compenents as Figure I 4, 1llustrates. The flgure shows how
the type of ESP (Engllsh for Special Purposes) required is de-
‘termined, ‘i.e. depending on Whether "purpose"” 1s occupationally
of educationally motivated. The next step in Munby's model
establishes,precise occupational (or educational) Purposes, for
example: h

- specific occupation

- central duty of that occupatlon

- other knowq‘gutles

- occupational cla851flcatlon (spec1f1gs type of worker within
larger fleld of work).

Similar detailed specifications are established for the re~
maining seven variables in t Communication Needs Processor.
The results for each of the gigpt parameters are written out as.
the proflle of communlcatlon needs for that quylflc learner.

' The proflle of communication needs is further processed to gen-
erate the communicative competence specification for the learn-
er br group of learners. It seems, however, questionable that
the.learner's language needs can (and indeed need to) be speci-
fied to such a degree. Language needs are affected by a large
+ rumber of variables, i.e. the learner's needs might bhange at

. \ .

-
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short notice and 'as a result, the projected language needs_would
have to be adjusted. It seems questionable. that a highly de- -
tailed model would be flexible enough to adapt quickly to accom-
modate the necessary changes. Another point to. be con31dared is.
that Munby's model takés into consideration future language needs

"a learner is expected to have. While this seems to be a valid

. theoretical goal, it does at the same tlme make it difficult for'

\

the learner to exploit potential opportunltles to practice com-~

munication while learning. For example: many non-English speak-
. ing students attend English language programs at various insti-

" tutions in preparation of a career or further education in English

'speaklng countries. For many of them, specifications of "needs"
would not include basic socializing skllls required te interact

. With peers who speak the target language. As a result, they are
"hot_taught ahd thus maybe unable to make contact'with-speakers

of the target language. They meet with members of their own lin-

guistic group and, consequently, they miss a valuable opportunity

to experieﬁée and practice their target language while in the

" process of 'learning it. Munby's language processor, where the
learner's rieeds are entered at one end in order to obtain the
user's needs ( the specifications of communicative competence)

might have to be adjusted to be able to account for learner-
incurred needs.

S ‘ » ' _ .

Furthermore, Munby's theory ignores what is generalizable
from situation to situation and thus of use to most learners
(except those with hlghly 1d10syncratlc language ngeds). i.e.
the linguistic code.

Widdowson (19?8). whose view of'communicative competence is
based easentially on Hymes theory with the addltlon of rules
. of discourse, con51dered two main components necesigfy for the
realization of language use:

~-linguistic skills (1lsten1ng, readlng. Speaking,- writing,-

used in reciprocal or nonre01procal act1v1t1es). i.e.

»
[ .
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those activities which operate only on what is verbally mani-
fested and which require only a knowledge of correct gram-
matlcal usage, '

- communlcatlve abllltles, which "operate on everything that
is communicative in the discourse as a whole" (Widdowson
1978:73), i.e. purely linguistic elements, non-verbal ele-
ments, illogutionary acts, rhetorical conventlons and other

. Ppragmatic factors. .

Communicative abilities embrace linguistic skills in Widdowson's
* proposed framework. but the opposite does not apply. Of major
importance in Widdowson's theory is the learner's ability to in-
“térpret discourse, as mentioned in the discussion of Munby's
discourse rules. Widdowson argues that discourse is not deter-
mined on the basis of llngu1st1c cohe31oq.but on coherent in-
terpretatlon of prop081tlonal and 1llocut10nary features-~of
discourse. He uses the follow1ng examsie of spoken dlscourse to

clarify this point, but the principle applles equally. to wrlt-
ten discourse:

A : That's the telephone (request: Can you answer it, please?)
B : I'm'in the bath (excuse: No I can't answer it because..)
A : O0.K. 0 ' (acceptance of excuse: I'll answer it)

The example does not include any cohesive devices such as con-.
Junctions, to show direct links between the sentences. For satis-
factory interpretation, knowledge of coherence is necessary. The
setting of this dlalogue is most 11ke1y the home environment (or
- hotel room etc.) of two people who know each other very well. A
cifange of setting or a change of role of the participants in the
‘above example would affect its subsequent interpretation con- |
siderably and might, in some cases, make it impossible.

It is still unclear, H///rules of discourse need to be for;
malized in order to help the language learner. The study of dlS-
course is considered to be in an embryonic state.and at least
some of thé many different areas currently under investigation
.are likely to help clarify this dspect. A detailed study of\the

- s .
{
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'various aspects involved in disdourse anelysis is beyond the
scope of this paper. It should however be pointed out that a col-
lection of research papers presented by Freedle (1977) indicates
a large variety of research perspectives assumed and pursued in
the area of discourse analysis. New 1nsxghts in thls area can
therefore be expected and they are 11kely to influence the course

of future developments in the area of language acquisition
studies.

-

Canale and Swain (19?9) propose a very comprehens;ve framework
for communlcatlve competence. It seems that they do not view com-
municative competence as equal to native speaker competence, al-
though it appears to betsomeﬁhat higher on the skill/ability
~curve (Figure 3.1.) than in Savignon's (1972) .and Van Ek's (1976)
proposals. (However, Canale and Swain do not clarify this point in
their study.) They propose .a framework con81st1ng of three com-
petenc1es- '

- grammatical competence. - n o -

- sociolinguistic competence

- stretegic competence’ '
The grammatical component includes

"..:knowledge of lexical items and of rules of morphology,
syntax, sentence—grammar semantics, and phonology." (Canale
* and Swain 19?9:6QL .
The above component represents the language user's knowledge of
the code. It includes rules of phonology., syntax, norphology,
vocabulary and sentence-grammar semantics. This component rep-
resents the language user's knowledge that allows him to identi-
fy and express literal meaning of utterances. It is however not
clear from Canale and Swain's discussion if their grammatical
component is expected to describe or explain the language user's
tacit knowledge of the grammatical rules of a language.

-~ -~

The soeiolinguiéfic component includes both sociocultural
rules of use and rules of discourse. The sociocultural rules

A



refer to appropriateness of utterances‘within a given context
as well as to appropriateness of a chosen grammatical form to

) express register and attitude in a particular sociocultural
setting. Rules of discourse are seen as- the links that render
groups of utterances both cohesive and coherent. Canale and
Swain (1979) point out that rules of discourse are not likely
to dlffer substantially from grammatical rules as far as co-
hesion 13\concerned and from soc1ocultural rules in the sense
of coherence. They contend that, within their framework, the
emphasis of rples of discourse is on

"...the combination of utterances and communicative func-
'tions and not the grammatical well-formedness of a single
utterance nor the sociocultural appropriateness of a set
of propositions and communicative functions in a given
context." (Canale and Swain 1§79=62)
Classifying rules of discourse together with soc1ocultural
rules might prove to be most efficient, although it could be
argued that those rules of discourse relating to cohesion
- ought to be part of the rules of grammar. A more satisfactory
" solution might be found as the study of discourse progresses.
- / . .

sh

Canale and Swain (1979) add the component of strategic com- .

petence to their framework for a theory of communicative “com-
petence. Strategic competence allows for systematic verbal and
non-verbal communication strategies speakers of a language
(both native speakers and learners of a given language) call
on to compensate for breakdowns in communication. Such break-
.downs, Canale and Swain argue, may occur due to limited gram-
matical or sociocultural competence or performance variables.
A language user's strategic competence relates to either gram-
matical competence (in the sense that the language user knows
how to paraphrase structures. or lexical items not mastered ot
momentarily unavailable in his memory) or soéiolinguistic con-

petence {(how to address a person whose name is not known). Na-
“~tive speakers of a given language tend to use their strategic

r

¢ -
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_ competence-automaticaliy..The learner.,has to acquire the ability
to bridge possible deficits, a fact that is frequently ignored
in currenﬁ language teaching and testing materials.

Canale and Swain (1979) also expect subcomfonents, the
probability rules of occurrence, within each of the above three
components. The subcomponents would attempt to account for the
redundancy ‘aspect of language as ‘postulated by Spolsky (1968).
They account for the fact that the native speaker of a given
language- not only has the ablllty to determine the relative
frequencles and probable sequences of sounds within a word, |,
words W1th1n an utterance (grammatical competence). but also
thé probable sequences of utterances within a discourse (socio-
llngu1st1c competence) and the probable effects of certain
.strategies in specific situations: Labov (1972) claimed that
the frequency of a given rule of grammar is conditioned by a
combination of various features of the grammatical and socio-
linguistic contexts. He discussed a number of proposals for
possible formalizations of probability rules but did not
‘regch a definite conclusion. The form of such rules. has yet
to be,deterﬁined.

The framework of communicative competence proposed by
Canale and Swain is the most integrative and comprehensive
~available for the purpose of this summary. (Figure 3.5. _
summarizes its components.) However, several questions re- =
‘ﬁmaln (some of these were pointed out above) and will have
td be resolved in the light of further regearch.

'

< .

3.3. A grammar of expectancy

Oller (1970, 1973a, 1976, 1978, 1979a) avoids the competence/
performance dichotomy proposed by Chomsky. He -also avoids ref-
erence to the terms "sociolinguistic factors" and "communicative
competence"” as proposed by Hymes. Oller proposes a system in

at
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which grammar is understood as a theory of language proce331ng
As such it refers’ to natlve speakers of a language. This type
of grammar is characterlzed as a "pragmatically-generated ex-
pectancy dev1q9 Fbller 1978:39). Qller has claimed repeatedly
that adequate tests need to actlvate the language learners'

f internalized expectancy grammar. A brief dlscu531on of Oller s
conception of pragmatlcs and the expectancy grammar he postu-
lates seems useful in order to relate his work to that o# re-

searchers working within the framework of communicative com-
petence. b

- - | ’
Pragmatics derives from the study of formal systems in which
syntax is concerned with the structure of expressions. Semantics
studies the .meaning of expressions within the system while prag-
matics deale with the relationship between expressions in the

- formal system and anything else outside of it (Ingram 1978).

Oller (1970) has explalned that

“Pragmatlc facts of- language are those having to do with. the

relations between linguistic units, speakers and extralin-

guistic facts.” (OlleF*1970:99) :
and he has further elaborated // ;

"It [pragmatloé] is concerned with the relatlonship between

llngulstlc contexts and extralinguistic contextgk,It embraces

"the traditional subJect matter of psycholinguistics and also

that of sociolinguistics." (Oller 1979a:19)

According to Oller, these "pragmatic facts" have to'be built |
into any account of llngulstlc contexts because he does not be-
lieve that language can profitably be studled as a self—contal 4
system. In this sense Oller's view of pragmaths is quite, ilar
to Hymes' idea of communlcatlve competence (and contrary to
Chomsky's conception of language as a monologic system). Hymes':
framework, however. is essentlally a componential one, i.e.

.communlcatlve competence “consists of several sub-components, -

4



. 58
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because non—verbal communlcatlon is seen as, intlmately connected
with verbal communlcatlon. Oller refers to the correspondences.
between linguistic and extralinguistic contexts;as “pragmatic
mappings". Linguistic information 1s mapped ont6 contexts and,
accordingly, the higheTr the levél of contextuallzatlon of lan-
guage, the more efflclent language perceptlon and processmng

are (Oller 19?33)

Oller's theory of pragmatics might be represented'in the -

form of an inverted pyramid (Figure 3.6.). Higher-level 1lin-

guistic pfocessing builds on and includes lower-level pro-
cessing, ‘thus each higher level presuppoées_theflower_levéls.
Pragmatics seems to be the top of the pyramid in Oller's the-
ory (Canale and Swain, 1979, do not expect their communicative
comﬁetence component to be the most inclusive component}.

-

“Oller's theory of an expectancy grammar started with his in~

troduction of the notion "expectancy” as a way'to understand
the nature of psychologically real processes that underly lan-
guage use. Listeners expect to hear utterances that make sense.

- They check the signals they receive against their knowledge of

grammar and their experience of the world and expect them to
correspond with each other. Chafe (1974) demonstrated that %he
speaker will also ant1c1pate what the ilstener w111 infer from
what the speaker says, assessing not only sentence meaning but
sentence force (attitudes and subjeRtive evaluations that are
emotlonally potent, particularly in the realm of human re-

" lationships and self—coﬁcept (Oller 1976a)).

t 0Oller postulates a grammar capable of generating such ex- ~
] .
pectancies based on-contextually dependent ipformation. The

'proposed framework of- an expectancy grammar represents an

adaptation of Wood's (1970, 1972), and Woods and Makhoul's

'(1973) recursive transition network model, which was designed

N

N



Figure 3.6. Oller's

pyramid'
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_pfagmgpic theory, represented as an inverted
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meanings (finite
number

sounds (finite
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The levels of linguistic processing that have to be aétivated
in communicative tests according to Oller (1973a) -



‘performs in communicative acts, The transition

" network grammar was subsequently modified by Oller to allow for

»

the 1ncorporat10n of pragmatic 1nformat10n. A

An expectancy grammar would interpret the sentence "§%range
mountains loom in the fog" (Oller 1976a) forming hypotheses and
rejecting or accepting these accordlng to the specifications in-
corporated 1n such a grammar?® The" following partial example
helps to 111ustrate the principle involved:
- The lexical 1tem "strange™ is recognized and identified
as an adjective; it is hypothesized at the lexical item
forms part of a noun'phrase and thatg noun, which is ex-‘
pected to be the subject of a declarative sentence. is to
follow. .

- The leX1cal item "mountains” is recognlzed and 1dent1f1ed
as ‘a plural noun; the hypothesis is formed at a verb
phrase is to follow. According to Oller (l9?6a)

”The-grammar assoclates_the noun phrase with either
strange mountains that are in fact visible, or it infers
‘a situation in which strange mountains could be said to
appear. This leads to subsequent expectations about the-
kinds of predicates or modifiers. that might follow."
(0ller 19?6a 289)
The grammar continues the interpretation of the sentence, form-
ing new hypotheses. It rejects them until they can be accepted
on the basis of the 1nformatlon incorporated in the grammar
Intonatlon patterns and pauses indicate the end of a sentence
as well as styllstlc and attitudinal factors in oral communi-
catlon. The grammar is expected to have information about, for
example, what objects can be referred to as "mountains" and cir-
cumstances. that may be con51dered "strange" in metaphorical or
actual contexts.

The brief discussion of the principle involved in an ex-
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pectancy grammar serves to explain Oller's reqguest for lénguage
tests presented in context, Expectancies cannot be instilled in
*the learner, and his expectancy grammar cannot be inv%ked.
through the manipulation bf.discrete-péint items.

LY

Oller's theory that verbal and non-verbal contexts of communi-
cation tend to limit the elements that may follow any given se-
quence of elements is supported by a number of theorists.
Jespersen (1904) stressed that in the course of normal communi-
cation a certain connection holds between individual utterances.
More recently, the same phenomenon was observed by Watzlawick,
Beavin and Jackson (1967) who concluded that .

"...in a communicational sequence, every exchange of messages
narrowses down the number ofi possible next moves.” (W¥tzlawick,
Beavin and Jac¢kson 1967:131) R

In addition, Richards (1970, 1971) has shown that verbal and non-
verbal, contexts tend to differentiate linguistic elements that
might be confused or misinterpreted if used.-out of context.

Oller's.grammar of expectancy'is in fact a description of
what tﬁe native speaker knows, i.e. a model of competence. But
the term "competence" used in this sensé describes more than
Chomsky's model of competence as it accounts for'linguistic as
well as extra-linguistic factors. An expectancy grammar as
postulated by Oller attempts to describe language in context,
Bofh with regard to\linguiétic and situational factors. For the
purpose of this study, the componential model as proposed by
Canale and Swain (1979) and others will be given preference.
Although an expectancy grammar seems to pogEE;ate/an interesting
explanation of what speakers-listeners do; it seems that more

// .
. research is needed to make it operative.
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3.4. A working theory of communicative competence

yThe prreceding discussion of, various theories of éomﬁunicafive
competence does by no means eiéélst the toplc. It does, however,
allow conclusions to be drawn as to what should &6 uld not be
“‘included in a comprehensive theory of communicative compe%ence
for the purpose of this ﬁaper.

The assumption that theé main purpose of language is that of -
communicating seems to be widely accepted. Kelly (1969) traces
the idea that

"...language is an instrument of human society..." *
(Kelly 1969:331)

back to the 16th century scholar Vivas. A similar'bosition was
later taken up by Rousseau and, more recently, by Searle 1969,
Campbell and Wales 19?0 Habermas 1970 and others.u Communlcatlon
is seen as.a process of. tentative interpretation of llngu;stlc
forms and social behaviour in dlfferent contexts in thg course
of joint negotiations (Candlin and Breen 1980). Such interpre- )
tation between inteérlocutors does not occur ‘at the word or
sentence levels of language but at the discourse level. Com-
munication involves both oral and written-channels. Based on
Morrow (1977) and Canale and Swain (1979), communication is
" defined as ' T .
'~ based on sociocultural, interpersonél interaction .
- involving a) creativity in Chomsky's sense of the term
b) unpredictability, although participantélare_
able to predict to some ¢xtent what their in- -
. terlocutor is going to sdy, they cannot be
sure until they have heard it, i.e. the un-
certainty is reduced when the answer to a

proposition has been given (Goodman 1968,

_—
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N discﬁ%rse and sociocultural context (Candlin 1978). The expres-
sion "He's lost his marbles" uttered by a 4-year old explaining
why his friend is.crying, takes on an entirely different mean-
ing when uttered by political advisers hearing their candidate
, - gPromise potential voters that he would eliminate all taxes if
| elected! ' ‘

=

A’ theory of communicative competence is expected to interact
in a meaningful and obserQable way with other_sys{ems of -human
action and knowledge (Canale and Swain- 1979). The exact nature
of such interaction is not clear at this poiht in time and will
need to be determined in the course of fufure research.,

A-working theory of communicative competence is assumed to be

' .composed of at-least two components:
- grdmmatical competence, representing the second/foreign lan-
guage learner's knowledge of fﬁ;4code. discussed in section

302. . -
Although native speakers of a given language tend to focus s S
- ' more on language use than on grammar in the course of con-

versation (Widdowson 1978), linguistic competence is none-
~ theless an important part of communicative competence, es-
pecially-for the sebond/foreign language learner. Hymes
(1972) Tointed out that $Rbre are rules of grammar that
would be‘Pseless without rules ot use, in many cases the’
opposite also applies, i.e. there are rules of use that
would be useless without rules of grammar.
" - sociolinguistic competence.-repreéenting the knowledge of
" the rules of use in specific social contexts, made up of
socioculturai rules and rules of discourse as discussed
im 3.2. N
The -inclusion of sociolinguistic coﬁpeténce in a 5heory
of communicative competence is -as impompant as the inclu-
sion of linguistic 3?mpetence. The existence of rulg—
\\\\\%overned. universal and creative aspects of sociolinguis-

-
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tic competence is illustrated by examples such as Hymes'
speaker whc produces grammatlcal sentences at random.

‘According to Canale and Swain (1979) these components are not in

rank order, they are considered equally important.
Psycholinguistic factors such as‘memorﬁ constraints and per-
ceptual strategies and strategic competence are not included in
this theory of communicative competence., Although some researchers
(Jakobovits 19?0. Hymes 1972, Canale and Swain. 1979) advocate the

-inclusion of one or both Qf these tompetencies, they seem better

accounted for in Performance (for the time, being at least). Psy- 4
chollngulstlc factors are usually con81dered to be general psy-
chologlcal constraints on such aspects as production and compre-
hension of utterances. There seems to be no conclusive evidence
that they could be accounted for in some more appropriate way.

It would seem possible to account for psycholinguistic factors

in terms of the differences between second/forelgn language
learners' target communicative competence and native speakeré'
communicative competence models. The advantages of such an

account would have to be shown on the basis of actual data.

Canale and Swain's strategic competence compcﬁent seems .best
accounted for within the performance component at this point in
time. There seems little doubt that such strategies are part
of native speakers' communicative competence. The importance of
these strategies is, however, insignificant for native speakers 4@5
if compared with their importance for second/fone&gn langdage
learners. In other words, the absence of the strategies dis- :
cussed by Canale and Swain (1979) is far more apparent than -
their presence. Based on research available, the universality
or competence-specific characteristics of strategic competente
in a model of communicative competence of the second language
learner has not been clearly estagIIsEEd Untll such evidence
is available, strateglc competence as well as psychcllngulstlc
factors seem best dealt with as verformance varlables.



-
-

A theory of communicative competence such as outlined above
serves as the basis of a'model of communicative competence. Such

" a model provides the foundation for the testing aparatus needed

to determine how far the learner has, at a glven point in time,
progressed toward his target competende,

(L



. 66

b, THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATIVE PE-IEFORMANCE

The purpose of this chapter is to characterize -the role of
performance in language abil;ty. particularly second or fofeign
language ability. The theorists discussed in chapters two and
three were primarily concerned with competence, paying little
or no attention to the performance component of Cﬁomsky'
dichotomy. After a brief ‘discussion of some of the research
carried out in the area of performance, its 1mportance in lin-
guistic situations will be shown. Furthermore, 1t w111 be shown
that communlgftlve competence cannot be tested w1thout the in-
termediary of communicative performance. The remainder of the
chapter will point out the main characteristics of a communi-
cative performance test and some of the problems incurred in
communicative performance testing. . - )

L1, Perfoggggce and research

erformance has génerally received considerably less atten-
tionthan competence in research deal&pg with Chomsky's dichotomy. .
Chomsky (1965) maintains that the study of performance is second-
ary to the study of competence. In his theory, performance seems
like a residuwal category. wortgy of 1nvest1gat10n only in as
much as it will help clarify competence. Chomsky (1965) does
not state exactly what belongs te a theory of performance, giv-
ing the impression that anything not accounted for in a theory °
‘of competence will be part-of p!rformance; It is uncertain that
all variables affecting language performance are known. But
'clearly. a study of performance has to account for a large
numbepdof variables. According to Canale and Swain (1979) most
researchers accept, at least implicitly, that there is a dif-- ‘
ference between communicative competence and communxcatlve per-
r.formance (Halliday is an exception as pointed out in chapter
three). Nonetheless, ‘the idea.that the performance aspects can

LY ‘-
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be considered a legitimate area of research is a relatively new
one,

Fromkin (1968 and 1971) was one of the first to consider per- (/f}\
formance questions as valid llngulstlc inquiry. Her study of ]
spoonerisms and slips of the tongue led her to argue that per-
formance is not random and unpredictable. She arrived at the
conclusion that.there is a difference between dompetence and
,performance. but that there exists a close interrelation between
performancé rules and rules of competence. Fillenbaum (1971) con-
sidered the relationship between competence grammars and perfor-
mance grammars as being very close., Like Fromkin, he adopted a
"correlatlv&. point of view. The precise relatlonshlp was, how-
ever, still uncertain and even the variables which must be ac-
counted Eor remained unclear.

Formal linguistics (for example Lakoff 1969, Salomaa 1969,
Kay 1970, Lakoff 1971) has tried to deal with restrictions on
the use of performance rules rather than rules per se. Resuits
have, however, been disappointing in “that only a fraction- of . \\
the known pheﬁomena could be accounted for.

Some linguists trying to explain performance phenomena
(Fillmore 1968, Fraser 1971, Lakoff 1975) began to turn their
attention to pragmatics and speech act theories (Searle 1969,
Fraser 1974, Sadock 197L4) in addition to syntax, phonology and
semantics. However, the only cled"”rasult'of pragmatlc investi-
gations up to this roint seems to be that speech’ acts are con-

- 8iderably more complex than linguistic theories mlght have "led

to believe. Although some insights have been galned e.g. in
the areas of constraintson verbal behaviour and dlscourse
phenomena. regearch in pragmatics is generally accepted to be \
in an embryonlc state at this point in time.
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4.2, Commdnicative performance in research

As _outlined in' chapter three, "communicative competence" as
used here,refers to the interaction and relatlonshlp between
'llngulstlc competence, sociolinguistie competence and rules’
of discourse. Communicative rerformance refers to the actual-
ization of these competencies and their interaotion in the
actual comprehension and production of utterances under general
rerformance constraints.'It includes psycholinguistic factors
such as memory constraints and perceptual ‘strategies. It further
includes communicative strategies, factors of- volition and mo-
tivation as well as organic and functional pathology, insofar
as these .affect language behaviour.

-

-

A

Rédéht\research tends to deal primarily with a model for
communicative competence. Canale and Swain's paper (1979) is
one of the few recent studies to deal, although only briefly,
with the theoretical. aspect of communicative performance.5
They have pointed out that there is a fundamental difference
between communicative performance and communicative competence
that should be maintained in theoMes of communicative compe-
tence.

L.3. Testing communicative performance

Before commencing the discussion on testing dommunicative
performance. a terminological clarification seems indicated. In
the precedlng sections the term "communicative competence" has
been established as referring to underiylng knowledge. The term

"communicative performance" is used to refer to the performance
of the above knowledge as well as specific performance factors.
Some researchers use it as a technical term.Aothers treat it as
a concept. In order to have a neutral term, that is not neeges-
sarily tied in with the dichotomy, to describe the parformance
of overall language proficiency, the term "communicdtive ability”
is used. '




,,‘7

Yt is generally accépted that communicative compegence can
only hg tested through performanece. Although there can be no
performance without competence, there can be na indication of
competence without performance, Accordingly, performance is
directly observable, but any conclusions about competence have
to be inferred from performance. Tests sample the learners'
behaviour in a given situation, and are designed to evaluate
specific knowledge. gBut not all tests involve performance to

the same extent. Neufeld (1978) used the distinction "compe-

tence-oriented" and "performance-oriented" to differentiate
between two types of tests. o |

- Competence-oriented tests, according to Neufeld, eliﬁinate
performance variables as much as possible, e.g. instead of"
production tasks such as speaking or writing, the examinee
®is given multiple choice tests or similar. Neufeld hypo-

_ thesized that as a multiple choice test does not require

" the leafner to actually produce language, an evaluation of
speaking or writing skills is avoided and-a clearer réflecg'
tion of underlying éompetéhbe can be achieved. .

- Performance—oréznﬁgd;}gsts require the learner to produce
language utterfnces through tngjactual performance of skills
(e.g. writing, speaking), thus a distortion of underlying
compe?ence is thouéht more likely.

Canale (personal communication) also uses the distinction. He
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considers it particularly important for the purpose of teéting. He

compares competence-oriented tests and performance-oriented test

to the fﬁo-components‘of a driving test, where the pencil-and-paper

knowledge test can be said to be competence-oriented. The actual

5]

road driving test would, according to Canale, represent a perform-

ance-griented ‘test., The following test item serves to illustrate
the difference between competence- and performance-oriented test

t

Instruction to the student: Fill-in the blank with the missin
word from one of the words giveh below. ,

These chairs $. 97.94
a) buy b) cost «¢) pay d) charge

Se

g i

al
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”
The above test item tests primarily the students' receptive

ablllty. Performance is limited to recognizing written phrases

and to circling correct “forms. A similar tegt item might” be con-
structed but without indicating a number of dlternatives. The .
students would then have. to supply the approprlate item from thelr
own language experlence. Such a test item tests the learners
ability to produce and write down appropriate items and it is,
therefore, more performance-orlented tgan the example given

" above, The dlstlnctlon made between competence-orlented and
performance-oriented test items could also be represented in
Txerms of a continuum, ranging from linguistie competence to
communicative performance.At the linguistic competence extreme
test tasks involve manipulatlons of the code, at the communica-
tive performance extreme they closely resemble actual communlca-
tive situations. )

-y, -

However, in order to measure the-studeﬂts' abiliiy to perform

in a communicative situation, their performance in relation to a
speci ied goal must be’ evaluated such a goal should be expressed
in functlonal terms (Canale and Swain 1979, Carroll 1978b, Morrow
1980, Munby 1978, Van Ek 1976, Wilkins 1978) and answer the ques-
,tion: can this learner "do" a specific¢ task. Accordingly, a test
based upon functional objectives and claiming to evaluate what

. learners can do seems by necessity to be a performance-oriented
test. It follows that tests based on functional objectives in-
volve the learners" knowledge.of the world to a varying degree.
Sexeral researchers do not think.it advisable to involve the

rs' knowledge of the ‘world in language tests. Corder (1973)

L]

. |
it a] test is to be truly valid we must avoid, as far as
possible, testing such cognitive faetors'hs general intelli-
gence, knowledge of the wor19 and the belief syetem of the
learner, or his general motor-perceptual skills." (Corder

1973:359-360)



Dav1es {1977) expressed similar concerns.-It could. however. be
argued that the learners' ablllty to communicate .is to be tested _
and communication takes place, when a speaker and a listener share
. or exchange sentiments, observatlons. opinions or 1deas. all of
which presume knowledge of the world to a greater or lesser extent.
This is the Justlflcatlon for malntalnlng that tests based on func-
tional objectives can reasonably expeoibthe learners to demonstrate
knoyledge of the world in the area in whlch they plan to function.
The objective of a functional test is not an evaluation of the
.learners potential ability under rdeallzed conditions but their
actual communicative performance Chomsky (1965) maintained that
dlstractlons. shifts of attention and interest, memory limitations
and errors are grammatically irrelevant (a view to the contrary
was put forth by Lakoff.19?5) However, they occur in any communi-
'catlve situation and the language learners have to be able to
formulate strategies for dealing with then. |

Another view supporting the premise-that the learner needs to
be allowed to function under performance constraints is Spolsky's
observation that a

-

[there is] no evidence for performance in oompetence. al-
though competence will be established in order to explain per-
' formance." (Spolsky 1968:6?) ' S

In other words. the fact that a student performs well in a given
competence-oriented test, does not indicate that he will also
succeed on a performance-orlented test; however, the oppo51te is
. true.

4.4, Characteristics of a test of communlcatlve pegformance

* Morrow®(1977) lists a number of features present in communita-
tive situations. It would seem that a test claiming to evaluate
communicative ability should reflect these cha ristics. They
are described below and will be used for the evaluatlon of current-
ly used prof1c1ency tests in Chapter Five. These characterlstlcs

i
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are llsted here because they represent a number. of aspects of com-
municative situations learners mlght reasonably be expected to * -
master. (The descriptions are intérpretations of Morrow, 1977) ¢
b.ly, 1. Interaction-basis . . ' v
Most instances of language use 1nvolve a sender of a message
and a reclplent The oral, face- to-face situation is the most
obv1ous, but not sole example of such language use., Other examples
include: telephone conversation, letter—wrltlng and lessobvious
‘ones, .such as ertlng a report. The recipient of'a message has-
-expectations which affect what is communicated to him and how
this is done. Interaction involves the learners'’ receptlve and .
;productlve abllltles .and the emphas1s may be on any Qne of the 4
four basic skills (listening, speaklng. readlng. wrltlng) The
sender of a:message has to decode what was said to hlmoand ,then
integrate relevant parts - ;nto his responses, , 4
,The characteristic of interaction-basis represents a vital
aspect of communication., It seems difficult if not imp0331ble
'to env1sage commun1cation.w1thout 1nteract10n. Thus communlca—
tive tests need to reflect this 1nteractlon-ba31s. The most
obvious way- to achleve this would seem to be through some
kind. of oral interview test. | ' Lt

b.ly,2., Unpredictability

Two main factors contrlbute to unpredlctablllty in communl— )
cation: . ' e ' S o Y

- the creatrv%ty of language 1n Chomsky.'s sense of the term.
~ the proce351ng of uripredictable data as fast as it becomes
available in communicative exchanges. ’
| | . é
The recipieht of a message has certain eibectations (Oller
}9?3a. 1973b, 1976a among others),, but before he processes what
is belng said to him, he does not know whether to accept or re-

../"’
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::: through an oral 1nterv1ew."

A

V3

’

T Llngglgtac contex RELT T v;'-.

) 1n whlch the part1c1pants ‘have roles (e g. waiter-customer) and.
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ﬂ . -' ‘.

) jectfhis. ypotheses. Communication is explained as a process of

" gradual reduction of uncertainty (Goodman.1968, Smith 1971, Palmer
978). " - - : -

”

The element of unpredlctablllty 1s‘very 1mportant. 1\? it
serves the purpose of malntalnlng interest. 1n communication. No
reciplent of a message can be expected to maintain interest 1f

" _he alreadyfq\ﬁws all- that is belng said to him. The most obv1ous
way to achleve unpredlctablllty in a testing Situation is, agaln.

'ku.hifa;Contextualization

Communlcatlon takes place in‘a context which determines the
appropr%atenese of specific language forms. Interlocutors have
to 'bé able to deal wath approprlateness in terms of llngulstlc
context and s1tuat10nal context.

\ ‘ “ . ‘. | v N -
Situational context
C As Flgure b, l. illustrates, communlcatlonﬂfakes place in a

51tuat10nal context that consists of a setting (e.g. restaurant)

relatlve status (e.g. employee - member of-the public), Wthh de-
termlne the level of formality (e g formal, friendly) approprlate

L for the interaction. S oo

~

Interlocutors expressumood and attitude through supra-seg-
mental -and klneslc featuresu_ch01ce of . lexls etc. The interlocu-
; tors presupp031tions abdut each other and the status of events
- depend also on context and ‘are expressed through some or all of - ' \
' the above means. - As Morrow (1977) pornted out, language learners
need to understand. the difference between' the .various possible
1ntonat10ns of a seﬁtence like X : .

s

"Paul drove the car to work today ; ¢ - ' :

it
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‘Figufe 4.1. The situational econtext
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Stress can be placed as follows, depending on intended meaning:

Paul (not somebody else)
drove (not pushed)
the' (a very specific one)
car (not truck)
to (not from)
work. (not the beach)
today (not last week) - -

~

Eveqx utterance is thus shdped linguistically and situationally

by the contextual features of communicative situations (Firth 1952).

A communicative test ‘should reflect these features and measure the
candidates' ability to deal with them, i.e. the learners’ abiléty
to uriderstand them as well as their ability to use them to serve

their own communicative needs. . B

L.4. 4, Purpose

In-ﬁgrmal’communication.fﬁftexances are made for a reason
(Wilkins' 1976 categories of communicative function). Furthermore.
an utterance has a topic which might be implicit or explicit.
Learners have to be able .to recognize the topic of a specific
unit of dlscourse. or the purpose of a certain remarkaddressed -

to them. They also have to be able to encode utterances appro-

prlately S0 that they serve‘thelr OWn_pugposes.
;

'Reason and purpose are necessary characteristic of a com-
municative situation. They 4re likely to help maintain interest
and should be reflected in tasks required for commfunicative test-
ingu ‘. L '

5

4.4.5. Performance-basis - )
. ! .

Comm cation is interaction-based and as such it involves

' performance. A young boy ls/unllkely to become a champlon soccer

player be merely studying re-plays. He has to go out- and convince
others through his perfomande. He also needs thé real-life.prac-
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tice to learn skills in addition to knowing abstract rules and
probabllltles., ' ’

Slmllarly. second/forelgn language learners need to be glven q\\\
the opportunlty to practlce-and to demonstrate their knowledge_
in situations that reflect the characteristics of communication.
Accordingly, tests that\are intended to evaluatgﬁggmmunlcatlve
ability have to be based on performance. L. . . =

-

4.4¢6. Authenticity
‘f

MoTrrow (19??) and W1d€ewson (1978) claim that native.speakers
of a language do not normally simplify thelr u{&erances to allow
for a learner's incomplete command of the target language. Oon
the rare occasions where native speakers do simplify their lan-
guage to account for their interlocutor's linguistic abilities,
the simplifications do not seem to bear any resemblance to
those situations fodnd in teaching and testing materials,

Authenticity of the type of language used in tests is very
1mportant because the second/forelgn language ‘learners do not
need to know some simplified version of their target language
that they will never encounter in a communlca ive situation.

v They need to know what is actually said or wrltten. According-

’;y?'every effort should bermade to present authentlc language ’ :

in testing materialg. . . »
k.4.7. Behaviour-basis .

0f prime importance in a communicative act is whéther or not
a message gets across.”A test aiming to assess a Yearner's com- ¢
munlcatlvé\ablllty needs to evaluate what .the le er can achleve .
through tf//use of the target language. Although this\ainm puts
Primacy of content over form, it also indicates that form ddnnot
be neglected entirely. If a learper understands the)utterance'

. L
. " ’
s , .
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"Do you want to close the window"

(intended as a request) : o Ve

as a question, the behav1oura1 outcome from the speaker's p01nt of
view might not be as antlclpated and, therefore. be unsuccessful.

In real-life communication the outcome of a communicative

- situation tends to indicate whether or not the interaction was

successful, However. as Morrow (1977) p01ntedoout. it 'might be
dlqucult to construct tests that reflect "the crlteﬁﬁhn of be-
hav1ou§1ba81s. as pragmatic fac play an important role. e.g.
a request mlght be expressed appropriately bu¥~ignored by the
interlocutor. The speaker needs to mobilize his. dommunicative
strategles in order to be able to handle the situation, A
communicative test ‘should reflect the‘Tact that different
people react in unpredictable ways to any givengsituation,
and etaminees need-to demonstrate that they can use language‘
to meet their communicative needs. )
The seven criteria p{éj::;d above for an evaluation-of com-
municatlve tests are all interrelated and the areas covered by
some overlap with areas covered by others. They 1ndlcate clear-
ly that a test of-coffzzi;%ggge-ablllty should .evaluate the
learners' performance~] e context of authentic situations.
A pencil-and-paper test based on dlscrquepolnt items might
at best evaluate some aspect of communlcatlon. but it is un-
llkely to measure communicative ablllty. Therefore a number of
researchers (e.g. Oller 1973a) have proposed fests that re-

qulre.examlnees to use more. than one of %he traditionally ~;) .
recognlzed components. of grammar in the same test, i.e. tests .
. “that reflect more accurately reaIﬁTife communlcatlve situations. Y
: . o ; ; : w

% . ‘
N,
L,s. Integratlve tests a;&tests of communlcatlve‘ablllty

Integratlve temdks are tests which requlre processing at the_
discourse level of language or%ﬁhlzatlon. An integrative fest
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is generally accepted ‘as the logical antlthe51s of diserete-poiht
tests (Oller l9?9a) As discussed in chapter 1, discrete-point
phllosophy advocates teetlng of one of the traditionally recog-
nmized 1anguage skills at a time. It further advocates testing )

of only one.:.of the traditionally recognized components of a ﬁ'
hypothetical grammarvat a time. Tests are usually lew-level,
i at the level of syntax or below. with regarq<%o language
déganlzatlon. This prictice is consistent with the views of" lan-
guage and testing predomlnant under the influence of the psycho-
metric-structural trend in testing. Discrete-point tests rarely
require comprehension of context beyond the sentence level Ac-
cordlngly. they -do not i;;;ect normal language use. . '

Oller (l9?3b) and Dav1es (19?8) have .pointed out that the
difference between the two kinds of tests~1s one of degree -
rather than type. Both, researchers speak in tq;ms of a continuum
Tanging from dlscrete—f%lnt 1teﬁs,at one end to full-scale lan-
guage use at the other} ' . - .

: .\(\.

" When Carroll\(196l) propesed the dlstlnctlon between discrete=
p01nt and 1ntegrat1ve tests, he suggested that integrative tests’
measure an aspect of "knowing a‘lgnguage" that is not measured- by .
) dlscrete -point tests. He added that-native speakers' ablllty to
' 1ntegrate a large number of llngulstlc phenomena at great speed,

i.e. real time, is Iikely connected with that aspect. Oller (l979a)'-\
has further pointed out that the language users' ability to make f
. inferences about how the ilngulstlc context of ant utter ce re- -
lates to ‘its approprlate extra-llngulstlc context is Igportant |
part of native speaker-ablll ~Tests that take account of xtra—‘¥ i}
.- linguistic context are pPragmatic tests (Oller 1979a) if they meet \
Oller)s twol naturalness calterla“x 3 _ 2/4 ‘ g A

ralnts spec1f1ed by

- they have to reflect sequential const
the gramm

- they hav® 'to felate llngulstlc content to’states of affglrs {i

ide of 1 uage. :
(?u anguag % . | )

: = . . Y
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~ Furtherm .'011e£§(1 76b) has\claimed that the redundancy (or
grammatic organization) of v rbal material accounts for .a large
portion of variange found in verbal experiments. From this he has
concluded that second/foreign ianguage tests should "involve the
examinee's capaclty to utlllze such organlsatlonal constraints.”
(0ller 1976b:160) Thus they should be not only integrative, but

’/P~; also pragmatic, i.e. they should reflect clear relatlonshlps to -
gitrallngulstlc conte;ts.

The brief discussion of-integrative and pregmatic tests shows. ,
that tests. of communicative ability must measure more than gram— .
matical accuracy in idealized, eontextf;{ee language. They-have
. , to reflect his ability to understand and‘ﬁroduce appropriate and -
acceptable utterances, i.e. language in use. - - ~
. A

4,6. Testing communicative ability: problems

A number of problems and controversies conhected with %esting
communlcatlve adility (or communicative performance) remain -
w;ll be dlscussed briefly below.. - - ' )

1]

¥.6.1. Criterion vs. norm- referenced’“@g;;ng

3

. - Communicative ability i JUd d prlmarlly on 1ts outcome. It ‘ (;J'
' answers the question: Was Qhe langulge user . successfullln per- )

forming the task he attémpted to per, orm? Criterion-referénced

g . ting, where the learner's progres towar specific goal is
valuated, seems 1deally suited for the pur ose. But crlterlon--
referenced testlng presupposes the ex1stence of ¢learly stated -
objectives. If there are no clear obJectlves. criterion-refer- ’
‘enced evaluation is not sultable. Crlterlon—referenced tests T
have been ‘eriticized for a number of: ‘reasons recently and some ',
,'v erters have proposed domaln-referenced tegts, instead. Domaln-- -, -
(eferenced testd-hre intended %o test :
behaviours reqq;;sgkto master some s eE‘

7 ' (Eduoatlonal Technology. 1979) =

entire spectrum of
ic aspect of”know;edée
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In norm-referenced tests the lefvel oflperfofmancevof'gach indi-
vidual is compared with the gener
by the group he belongs to. The

gtandard of performance shown
phasis is on how an individual
stands with reference to F;E/péers. Such informat!ba might,be
necessary for adminiftrati purposes, e.g. to determine the in-
structional level suMNgble for individual students.. An evaluation .
of communicative abildtyNhowever: would seem more useful in terms

of a functional, externally predetermined objective. o
Ly , .
4,6.2. Evaluation : ‘ <—/ J

Evaluation criteria and procedures preéent another problem in
the assessment of communicative pewformance or, in more general
terms, of communicative ability. Evaluation would need to dis-
6riminate on a continuum ranging from "yes, the candidate is able
to perform task xyz" to "no, the candidate is unable to pérform
task xyz". Most of the rating scales devised for the evaluation
of communicative ability list different levels. There are, how-
ever, some inconsisteneies between the stated objectives and
the evaluation criteria used. The interview tesi administered -

bxp;he/Fargigz;jerv1ce Instltute. for example, ranges from a
ClowMevel of "Elem ntary Proflclency" to "Native or Blllngual
Erof1c1ency". with jseveral subd1V1S1ons. allow1ng for eleven’
different levels (Willis 1975). The correspondlng evaluatlon .
apal? is formulated in functional terms,. e.g. "Can he [the

candidaté] ask and answer questlons on topﬁﬁs very familiar tfo
him" etc. The- examlners rating checkllst however, consists of

the following parameters:. . \
(Focus) . - (ratéﬁ bYetween) - (weighting)
1. ACCENT .foreign - native 0
2. GRAMMAR * inaccurate - accurate %;HJ///
3 VOCABUﬁARY~§ inadequate - adequate ¢ 2- -
¥, PLUENGY r)‘ - uneven - even b 1 C N
| 5. COMPREHENSION incomplete - complete = - 2 ‘
(ﬂilds 19?5338) L ' : . . s . ;1

The “inconsistency is in the apparent evaluatlon of operatlonal Pt

v

(\J(i' ' . ) B : J~v\

-
|



,objectivés on the basis of structural aspect

of communication.

Only the fifth parameter represents a global Jjudgment and thuq'

an integrative aspect of the test. It is

ear, ‘why the

examinee's grasp of the grammar bf the target lapnguage is sin-
(% gled out'as the strongest factor involved in successful com-
munication. " |
. % \

Krowit
,  evaluat)
,%bas'éd t
objecti

- "com

A framework
communicativqu

aring”

=

-
‘-

of evaluation that is more consistent with the

ims in testing is wroposed by Garcia-Zamor and .
(;9?#)..Their preliminary framework"is aimed at an

on of advanceg learners’ communicative abilities, They
eir evaluation on systematic individual job analyses-
es. Level 1 is labeled as that of '

”

Selects, sorts, or arranges data, judging

S
A 3

whether their readily observable functional,

structural, or compositional characteristics
are similar to or different from prescribed
standards." (Garcia-Zamor and Krowitz 1974:

16) -

The scale continues hierafchically, i.e. eachfhigher function s
understood to include those below’t, to level 6

e

. -"Synthesizing": Takes off in new directions on the basis of

personal intuitions, feelings, and jdeas

¢ (with or without regard for traditiﬁn. ex-

N ro. s
-perience, and existing parameters} to con-
ceive new approacﬁés to or statements of

. problems or the development of system, oper-

ational, or‘aestheticf"solutions" or "reso-.

- Yutions" of them, typically outside of exist-
ing theoretical, stylistic, or organizational

cantext." (Garcia-Zamor and Krowit;.19?4:17)

4

. These definitiOnsvarq co ‘leﬁen@éd by descriptiOhs of what the N

ewplbyee is exﬁected'%o dg
;}ﬁvel b "analyzing" <

N w

S
s
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"...might be assigned fhe tasg—of evaluating s%ggestions for
improving Tokyo's urban transport system, weighing cost and e
other factors in order to give a written evaluation of the
relative merits of the suggestion."‘(Garcia-Zamor and Kro-
witz 1974:17)
The evaluation criteria used include factors like dcontinuity
of discourse", "irritation factors" (e.g. slowness of speech pro-/~
duction), "ability to recognize and respond to communication (ﬁ\
breakdowh". No purely linguistic faotops are involved in their
evaluation criteria. Bhus -the abowe framework for evaluating
advanced learners' communicative ability indicates how assess-
. ment parameters can be selected to make functional statements
about learners' communlcatlve ablllty. It is.aimed at a rela-
tively small and sp901allzed group of language,learners beth
in terms of language ability and profession, but ‘could be
adapted to suit fhe needs of other'groups.

A spmeﬁhat bropder {and simpler) rafing scale was developed
recently by the Britysh Council's En%lish Language Testing
Service. The sample

-

ating scale has been tested exten31vely S
already and is docutented in various publlcatlons {e.g.

Carroll 1980). "The "General assessment sc;ig" is derlved from

the sub-scales of an oral-1nterv1ew and an academic wrltlng . ' -
scale:ﬂzj/ranges from '

. "Band 1/0; & _anruser. May not eveﬁmrecognlze with «cer- \‘-\“,
B tainty which language”is being used.”

to anldintermediate stake

e : . . )
"Bahd 5 | - : Mod@st user. Although he manages ;n-gegeral
: o to communicatet;, .often uses in curate ot -in-

] L \'_ approprlatefbanguagq " ': , ) ix,//’:
toa . @5, ' - ] ,

. . P - . > 8
"Bandw9 - + Expert user. Communicates with,authority, .

- i}\j accuracy and style. Completely at home in

. N » ' 3l
B .. X
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idiomatic ah specialist English.” (Carroll
v Lt 19801134) ' :

Vv

h.6.3. Reiiéﬁf{;ix T - '

It was pointed out above that an assessment of communicative
ability hds to be made on the basis of integrative or glebai
\tests. This type of evaluation is difficult if not impossible
in-quantitative terms.’ Morrow (1980) has pointed- out that

"Performance is by its very nature an integrated phenomenon
and any attempt to isolate and test discrete elements of it
destfbys the essential hpllsm." (Morrow 1980:151)

Thus a qualitative Judgement has to be made that might be con-
verted into a quantltatlve score to facilitate subsequent anal-
yses, A qualitative (or subjective) basis for evaluation has,
however. some 1mportant repercussions with regarﬁijﬁ rellablllty..
Functional dlalogue or 51m11ar language tests tgpd to achleve
initial low intér-rater’ rellablllty scores. Raters need to be
tg?;ned.carefully and qsual%yzﬁarge investments of tlmexand-
monetary resources are necessary to achieve high levels of

rater reliability. Rese rch in the area of inter- and intra-
rater reliabilit has. however.iﬁhown that high Levels of

rellablllty can b_ ‘achieved if raters are trained carefully,.

e.g. Clark (1975, FSI Oral Interview), Clark (1978b, experimental

oral interview tests for.TOEFL), National Institute for Educdtion-
al Measurement of the Netherlands (1979), Farhady (1980).

. .‘ . - .‘- - .
h,6.4, V ldL t! - ,-J}‘V ; - ) \ -
The concept of valldlty is 'closely connec;\ﬁhyzth that of N
rellablllty Valldlty lndlcates the extent to- whlch & test
»measures what it is supposed to’ measure. At least two facﬁors
affect validity g oL o

- the accuracy.a whiqh.. the area to. be tested is cch'a-racjzer-
,ized i B T L

IR I,“f7
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- the suifability of the assessment instrument.

SR gﬂigi;er'and Perkins (1978) pointed out that empirical tests must -\
r

be applled to the tests- themselves in order to determxne'hhethe
or not they are good tests accordlng to some range of purposes.

' Valadlty tests are usually applied toc determine this aspect.

13

Five dlfferent types of valldlty\are generally mentioned 1n
%ég 11terature on 1anguage testing: "

- fate valldlty ) . : . ..
- content validity '
- construct validity

-~ concurrent validity

- predictive valldlty ,'

A short discussion of these five types of valldlty (in the order

" given above) will serve to point out their relevance in tests of

communicative ablllty.

Harris'Il969) considered a test's face validity (i.e. the way
a test Llooks to those taking and admlnlsterlng it) very 1mportant.
A candidate®s/pe formance is 11kely to be affected either posi-.
tively or negatively, dependlng on how he ‘judges .a test ‘he is
'about to take. ‘Per rmance—oriented tests (as defined in 4.3.)
seem_ to have\gfeater ce vatidity than competence-oriented
tests (Carroll 1961, Canale and Swain 1979). Students appear
to prefer tests 1nvolv1ng‘performance %asks that are closely
related to actual language use. Schulz (1977) ‘found that 79.75%
.of student responses in her study indicated’ that candldates.L
Pprefer communicative stlng procedureé -over’ those em ha5121ng

" controlled, structur - anlpulatlon. ngh face valrdlt of a

test should therefore result in more motivated examinees' and, )
probably, ‘higher levels of performance. Lado, Hewever, disputes
the value of face validity. . . - -

"I don't think there is any merlt in face validity."

' {quoted In Jones and Spolsky 19 %5125) o ~ -
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But desplte Lado s reaectlon of face validity, 1t does seem to be

an 1mportant feature of a test. As pointed out above, its presence

is likely to motivate the examinee p051t1ve1y. Its absence is

likely to make him feel that the test is not really relevant or’

important and as a result the examlnee is not llkely motlvated

to perform to the best of hig ablllty on the partlcular test in’
’ questlon. : ‘ & '

,

A good test of communlcatlve ability establishes rts own con-

tent validity 1n the sense that it measures those skllls it seta.'

out to measure A test derlved from a careful spe01flcatlgn of

the learners’ needs. which are also used to specifiy the syllabus

(as proposed by Munby 19?8 Credll 1975, Van Ek 1975), is ex-
", bected to show very high content valldlty. ) o
Construct validity tries to determine.if a test reflects he
theorles of language and learning that motlyated the test. It
" can, for example. be achieved. by followige Munby's (1978) gulde—'
lines for test- construct:.oxg: @

A

- elaborate a theory of communicative competeﬁce N
- spe01fy a model of commqplcatlve competence based on the B )
- ~':

above theory. and - '

- construdt. assessment 1nstruments of communlcatlve ablllty E} i

‘'evaluating progress toward model get out above.

Examplea of tests based on by (19?8) are those of- the Brltish
Council's Engllsh Languag Teachlng Instltute. documented | by. .-

Carroll (1978a, 19?8b¢ ‘19 o). tests based on Van Ek (1975) in- -

‘¢lude the CITO Test (docupen “B&.ROOS-Wngh 19?8) and the

'7 ;UCLA Test (documented by Farha 1980)., s
0. - & '

. Concurrent. and_ predlctlve validity arefllkely to be more S

difficult to establlsh for tests of communlcatlve ablllty. at
leas 1n1t1ally. But ultlmately communlcatlve tests should cor—

-

e'? -f |



relate W1tH each other. Concurrent valldlty refers to the .corre-
lation between the results obtalned‘u51ng two dlfferent testss i. e.
‘dne test 1s ‘used as ‘an extennal criterion. Predlctlve validyty’
refers to the accuracy with which a candidate's future performance«

"can be predlcted on the basis of & partlcular test. If communlca-.

tive tests are constructed accordlng to the- crlterla set out above.
they are unlikely to measure .the same; abllltles as dlscrete—ltem
tests It is as yet notaclear how well dlrect and indirect tests
cdrrelate. Further research: w111 have to show how different types
of tests are related. Until such 1nformat10n becomes avallable,

it is not clear if and with.what tests a,partlcular ‘communicative -
 test shouid be expected to correlate. S

L} ) | ’ "

Al

4 6 5. Generallzabllltx of test reeult o . '-‘ l )

The relatlonship that exlsts between a candldate s ability to
perform one task and his’ abllity to perform another task 1s. at
this point, not clear (Canale and Swain 19?9) 'Morrow (1980)

""has referred to the problem of "extrapolatlon" 1n thls context

Global tasks such as lsolated by Munby (1978) requlre a set of
"enabling sk111 " to be moblllzed in order to be completed A
global taek such as - | . C S v

. L4 - . -
- N ) '._‘ J'.'.
"Search for specific .information" Lt 'm' .
' .

regulres end ing skllls such as "u o ' L e

.devices s T : -

educe meanlpg of qpfamlllar lexls“ -

1

o zow 19803152 T
A 980:152) . o
Th se enabllng skl ar identified in operatlonal terms,. 1. e,iﬁ

RE
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genérally~understood to be competence. Morrow (1980) hgs further
pointed out that an analysis of the global tasks in terms .of
which the candidate is to be evaluated, are expected to yield

a relatiﬁely consistent set of enabling skills over a variety

of tasks. Data obtained in an evaluation of the learner's ability
to use these skills is not limited to a particular instance of
perfermance. They are relevant for a considerable range of global
tasks. The whole (i.e. the global task) is accordingly analyzed
into individual elements (i.e. enabling skills) in‘i*yey reminis-
cent of discrete-point tests in the psychometric-structural trend,
although the way it is presented in order to extract student per-
formance remains integrative. A language learner might be able to
handle ‘individual enabling skills successfully yet be unable to
synthesize  and mobilize them to perform a specific global task.
Similarly, he might be able to rerform glbbal tasks A, B and Cy,
yet be unable to handle task D which requires enabling skills
performed in A, B and C to be mobilized. It is not clear at this
point if generalizability at the level of enabling skills is

possible or, indeed, necessary. But it seems unlikely that gener-

alizability'at the level of tasks can be achieved if the learner
is unable to synthesize and mobilize individual enabling skills,

4.6.6. Direct vs. indirect tests ‘ -

The opposition diréct/indirect test refers to how closeiy a
particular test resembles the type of tasks learners are expected
to perform in actual @ mmuﬁicative situations. No matter how
carefully a communicative test is prepared, it still is a simu-
lation. But a test of communicative ability should resemble the
target performance as closely as possible, i.e. it should be as
direct as possible, It is the real-life communicativé situation
that ultimately shows how successful language users are in peré.
forming their knowledge and their skills. Indirect tests tend to
be easier to administer and they might correlate significantly
with more direct forms of testing. It is, however, difficult to
© see how e.g a cloze test admihistered to a group of nurses could

e ) ) _ x



1nd1cate how well they could communlcate with patients speaking
their target language. The 1ntegrat1ve -gociolinguistic trend in
language testing calls for the evaluation of language as it occurs,
not ways of understanding or congtructing it (Harrison 1977).

k.6.7. Administrative Problems ° . -

A test may have all the qualities of a good test of_ communi-
cative ability but require either unreasonable(tlme or material
investments. Such a test would be practically 1mp0851ble to
apply. If a test is to be useful, limitations imposed by admini-

. Strative factors have to be considered, although they should not
restrict the search for more appropriate tests. Frequentiy;‘a
- - test is developed within the restrictions provided by an admini-
' strative framework. It would seem more premising. if the problem
was approached from the opposite end of the spectrum. If the
“"Ndeal" test is devised first, compromises to allow for practical
considerations might have %o be made subsequently. This approach
erisures that the overall view of what is needed to test communi-
i cative ability is not obscured by administrative restrictions.

4.7, Suiimary of desirable characteristics of 2 -communicative test

Communication was defined'&s'requiring performance. A test de-
signed to measure learners' knowledge of a-given target language
(i.e. communlcatlve competence, overall proflclency etc.} should
evaluate, learners' ability .to communicate in terms of actual per-
formance. Accordingly, a test of cémmunicative ability should be

- interactive . o

- unpredictable ‘-

- - contextualized with regard to sltuatlonal ‘and linguistic
contexts.
- purposive
- performance-based
-. authentic '

————
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behaviour-based

At the present stage of research in the area of communicative
testing there seems to be no data requiring a spec1f1c rank order
for the above characteristics. They appear to be interrelated,

some

presupposing the existence of others. The above character-

istics are primarily related. to the communicative aspect of
communicative testing. In addition, a number of characteristics

more

directly related to the statistiecal aspect of communicative

testing are important. Ideally, a communicative test is also

integrative ‘ _

criterion referengéd ' ‘ . ' ¢
reliable and wvalid ]
generalizable (in the sense that it allows some useful pre-
dictions about examinees' success with other performance
tasks) . A

as direct as possible

administratively acceptable

B P VST U



5. TESTING COMMUNICATIVE ABILITY

N !

The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate two testing tech-

-niques and two well- known standardized testing instruments in

terms of Morrow's (1977) characteristic features of communica-

"tive situations. It will .be determined ir and how these tests

evaluate communicative ablllty. All four of these tests are

- claimed to evaluate overall proficiency in English as a second/

foreign. language. The tests to be discussed ares

‘1) dietation
2) cloze
3) Standardized English proficiency testsg
a) Test of’ Eﬁéllsh as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) _
b) Two subtests of The Michigan Proficiency Test Battery:
- The Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency (MT)
- Composition e
(A third subtest, The Michigan Test of Aural Comprehen-~
sion, containing ninety recorded problems with written
answer choices was omitted because of its relatively
infrequent. administration.)

The first two represent the integrative-sociolinguistic trend in
language testﬁné;’The standardized tests represent'the psycho-
metric-structuralist trend but they are, nevgrtheless.‘still
widely used todax to measure overall-language proficiency. A
fourth, experimental, test (COMIEST) will also be evaluated,
This test was designed specifically to measure communicative
ability of second/foreign language learners and should, there-
fore, rate highly when evaluated according to”the eriteria
establishad in 4.4.1. - 4,4.7,

Each test will be described briefly in terms of
- background (to show, in general terms, the origins and the
main proponents of the test under discussion)

R T ——
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- .administration précedure (various techniques and evaluation
‘criteria used in the administration of clbze'éhd-diﬁtation
are likely to produce different results) ‘

-* Justification (i.e. why proponents .of the test in question
~consider it a valid measure of overall proficiency)

- evaluation, based on Morrow's characteristic Teatures of

communicative situations (4.4.1, - 4.,4,7,) |

-~ discussion.

4 -
5+1. Knowing a language - a-terminological clarification
Depending on the school of thought individual researchers
adhere to, knowing a language is either synonymous with com-
municative competence, communicative ability, language pro-
ficiency, overall proficiency or some similar term, Details of

various theories usually differ considerably but it seems that
. Tor most theorists knowing a language would inc;ude language

users' ability to communicate. This assﬁmption is supported by
the generally accepted premise that the burpose of language is
Primarily for communication (as discussed in 3.%4,). Robinson

(1972) considered humdh interaction the prime function of lan-

guage. Clark (19?8a) has confirmed this idea in his discussion
of language proficiencyitesting

"The purpose of proficiency testing is to determine the
student's abilit& to use the test language effectively for
‘real-life purposes’, that is to say for vocational pur-
suits, for travel or residence abroad..." (Clark 1978a:

23) |

A proficiency type test would, accérdingly. have to evaluate
learners® ability to perform in life-like communicative sit-

1)

-

Britre (1971) askeds"Are we really measuring proficiency with

our foreign language tests?" The question here is rephraaed; Are



\_ o
we really measuring communicative (or simply 1inguistic) ‘ability : ;

with our English as a foreign/second language tests? _,\;____\_;_&\\\\;

5.2. Dictation ‘ , B

5.2.1. Background . , ‘ '

Dictation has been a very popular form of language testing
for many years. It was a frequently used means of evaluatlon
‘ durlng the pre-scientific trend 1n_1anguage testing. Under the
influence of the psychometrlc-structuralist ‘trend, dictation
was congidered uneconomical and uninformative (Lado 1961, Rivers

1968, Harris 1969). Lado (1961) further pointed out .the following -
apparent inadequacies of dictations . ;

~

- it cannot be used to test listening comprehension or phono-
logical discrimination because- the sounds are usually given
away by the context - : p

- it cannot be used to test word order because word order is
given g : *

- it cannot be used to test vocabulary because the words are-
already given.

Valette (1967) cautiously wrote that dictatlon was a very special—
ized skill and that more research wasg needed. In the second and
.revised edition (1977) of her book, however, Valette considered
dictation a precise indicator of students'. listening ékills.

Oller undertook several studies, both alone (1971, 1972a,
1972b) and with collegtes (Oller and Conrad 1971, Irvin, Atai
“ and Oller 1974, Oller and Streiff 1975) to 1nvestigate the use-
fulness of dictation in language testing. He has contributed
considerably towards a renewed interest in dictation as a measure
of overall language proficiency under the influence of the inte-
grative-sociolinguistic trend in language testing. Spolsky,
Sigurd, Sato, Walker and Arterburn (1968), Spolsky (1969) and
Johansson (1973) have further experimented with dictation us-~
o ing added noise.;n order to study redundancy in language and
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how it relatag to language proficlency. Gales, Gradman and
Spolsky (1977) have since shown that the addition of noise

does not signiflcantly affect student ranking. They hypoth--
esized that the lack of context contributed more to low .
student performance than the added noige. Instead of using
discrete sentences, they expgrimented with short dialogues
and mini-lectures, l.e. material that reflected the ‘kind of o
English sgcond/foreign language iearﬁers'are likely to en- .
counter., Gaies, Gradman and‘Spolsky (l9?7)_subsequently re-
ported improved student performance as well as increased .
face validity of the test in the 8ense: that there was less
irritation on the part of the students. Thus contextual-
ization of material emerged as an important factor in lan-
guage testing, lending support to Oller's (19?3a. 1973b and
others) call for pragmatic tests,

3

5.2.2, Administration procedure .

Oller (1979a) lists many different types'of dictation
(e.g. standard dictation, partial dictatlon. dictation with
competlng noise, dictation/composition and elicited imitation).
He considers standard dictation the most frequently used tech-
nique in this group (1972a, 1979a) and describes it as the pro-
cedure whereby examinees write verbal sequences of text. These
sequences may be spoken by an examiner or played back from a
recording. He has pointed out that the rate of speech is the
single most important factor to be ‘considered in a dictation
test (Oller 1972a, 1973b). Unless it is to be merely a test
of spelling, the passage has to be re?5,;:>conversational
3peed;7 The length of sequences betwe n pauses has to challenge
~ the short-term memory of non-native speakers.

' The administration procedure. used for the evaluation in
5.2.4. below is the one Oller (1972a) descrlbed for standard
dictation:

1

- first. the complete passage 15 read through at conversa-



5

9L

s

aational speed .
- sBecond, the passage is read again at conversatlonal speed
" but with pauses at convenient phrase or clause boundaries
to allow the students to write down what they hear
= third, the passége is read again at conversational speed
with occasional pauses that allow students.to make cor-
rections. -

o)
5e 2 3. Justiflcation

0ller (1971, 19?2a. l972b) has claimed that dictation is a
. valid testing technique for the assessment of overall languagg
proficiency because it fulfills both of his "naturalness cri-
teria'.8 He suggested that a dynamic procdess of analysis by
synthesis is involved, mobilizing all. the different levels of
proéessing‘shbwn in Figure 3.6. (Chapter Three). He further
clalmed that dictation activates and tests the learners' gram-
mar of expectancy. Davies (1978) has pointed out that what
Lado (1961) finds objectionable in dictation tests is exactly
what Oller steks in a léﬁguage test. In Oller'stheory a test :
that does not measure any one partlcular discrete-item is in-
tegrative and thus de31rable.

One of Qller's reasons for advocating dictation as a measure
of language proficiency is its high correlation with both cloze
and standardized proficiency tests (Oller 1971, Irvine, Atal
and Oller 1974). However, Alderson (1978) has interpreted these
resﬁlts to indicate that dietation (like.cldze) measures lower
order skills rather than the hlgher order skills claimed by
Oller.

Oller (1979a) has further claimed that dictation is not subject
" to practice effects, unlike other testing techniques frequently
~used (e.ge multiplé,choice). This claim is supported by data col-

lected by Kirn (1972) who administered dictation tests to ESL

N Iy .

5 - . . o



95 .

students repeatedly over a.period of ten weeks. She concluded

that dictation scores did not improve with practice unless there
was also an improvement in language proficiency. This conclusion
is in contrast with Valette's (1973) warning that dictation scores
may improve due to a practice effect in the techniéhe rather than
due to improved language ability. Her hypéthesis is based on data
" collected with learnﬁfs of French as a Toreign language (1964),
5.2.4, Evaluation

Figure 5.1. summarizes how a standard dictation test rates
when compared to Morrow's (1977) features of communicative situ-
ations (as discusdsed in &4.4,1, - Lo4h,7,)

- .

Interaction-basis

A dictation test can be considered interaction-based in the
sense that the author of the text chosen has something to com-
municate to his audience (i.e, readers s& well as listeners).
However, depending on the text chosen, it could also -be indirect
interaction, e.g. a. recorded dialogue. The interaction-basis of
dictation tests is further weakened by the fact that testees do
not emit any responses. They listen to and decode messages but
they do not need to integrate these messages into responses of
their own. Dictation tests, accordingly, measure students' abil- .
ity to listen to, decode and record spoken text.

Unpredictabilitx

Dictation tasks require examinees to process novel data in
real time (i.e. as it occurs). Thus there ig a degree of un-
predictabiiity for them. Creativity, however, is unlikely to be
involved as examinees are expected to write down what they hear
and hear what is being said, '

- Contextualization

The criterion of contextualization depends on the choice of
text used. Theoretically, it should be possible to use material
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‘Figure 5.1, Summary of tesf evaluations

v
% - -
s B .
= o
) o g F |4
£ - Y | .0
8 |88 £ 8
50588 g[8
& |8 |& |8 ¥ |38
interactive 2 2 0 1 2 1
unpredictable 2 2 0 2 0 1
contextualized .2 2 | 2 1 2 2
’ *
purposive 2 2 2 1 2 1
bPerformance-based 2 2 0 1 0 1
authentic 2 2 2 1 2 2
behaviour-basged | 0 0 0 1 ] 0 1

" #COM can, however, only test a limited range of language f,

Morrow's (1977) eharacteristic features of communicatlve situations
are reflected in the tests
0. = no
1 = yes ‘
2 = not clearly or not completely (details in text)

rd
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that challenges candidates’ ability to deal with appropriate-~
ness in terms of linguistic as well as situational context. Un-
less. dialogues or similar formats are used, ‘the scope of contex-
tualization is likely reduced to~the sentence level only. If con-
textualization is present it is, however, not poss;ble to evaluate
students’ response to it because they do not respond by actually
producing utterances of thelr own. It is difflcult to see how
testees' reactions to. bre-supposition or sentence stress can be
evaluated when they do not have to respond to such phenomena by
actually producing utterances. Sentence stress for example can
often drastically affect the intended meaning of an utterance as

‘well as the reaction of interlocutors. It is not ¢lear, - how Y-

the difference between
Ve o . -~ .
I go to London VS, I go to London

" could be reflected’in a dictation task,

Another Pproblem with dictation in the" context of situational
and llnguistlc contextuallzatlon is the fact that a text that is
read is not likely to reflect normal sentence stress as it occurs
in real-life situations.

Purpose .

The criterion of purpose involves .the propositional content
of an utterance, its value and its modality. Examinees should
be able to demonstrate that they understand the reason why an

utterance was made. It is difficult to see how dlctation can
meet this criterion.

Examinees should also understand the topic of a stretch of
languageé. If they are unable to understand what a text is about
they are unlikely to be able to render it successfully in writ-
ten form. Thus dictation is likely to evaluate examinees' under-
standing of topics. It does, however, not allow examinees to
demonstrate their ability to use appropriate language to meet
their own communicative needs, ’
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- Authenticity =~ . i L~
This criterion depends ‘to a large extent on the prev1ous
criteria having been met successfully. In addition, Morrow

(19??) has criticized the frequent practicevof simplifying

language for the purpose of second/forelgn la%guage testing,
adding o

"essthere is no useful purpose whatsoever in tesYing the
extent to which candidates can understand texts hich are
not authentlc." (Morrow 1977:44)

While ‘the above involves authentic content of the material
presented, there is also authentic presentation of such material
* to be considered. Standard dlctation tasks read at conversational
speed require testees to process language input in real time in
order to be able to keep pace writing what they. think they have
“heard, Reading dict:;ian tasks at a slower than conversational
rate would result in a non-authentic presentation of the target
language.
The above discussion 1mp11es ‘that only a somewhat limited

range of kinds of language could'be presented authentlcally in
this format, ' )

Behaviour-basis . ST,

This criterion should be judgea on the ba31s of whether or
not an interaction was successful. It could be argued that the
1nteraction wag successful if examinees were able to process the

" text read to them and reproduce it in wrltten form. This would
show that a_candidate is capable of wrltlng down what is dic-
tated to h1m in the target language., It is, however, unclear
how such a dictation test can measure communicative ability.
Researchers are as yet unsure of what strategies and processes
"allow an accurate rendltlon of a dictation text Alderson (1978)
has claimed that ictation tasks measure low-level lingulstlc
skills, thus reqyiring linguistic competenee only. In his opin-
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ion, inference is not tested in a dictation task. This is in
~ direct contrast to Oller's repeated claim (1972a, 1979a and
others) that dictation measures higher lével skills, However,
whether dictation measures lower or higher level skills, it
pemains unclear how dictation evaluates what the learner can
achieve through the use of the target language as he has.had
‘no input in the construction of the message, thus behavioural
outcomes are unrelated to the nature or purpose of the message.

|

5:2.5. Discussion ‘

The above evaluation shows dictation to be an unsuitable
measure of overall proficiency. Further evaluation of dictation
tasks as proficiency measures against some of Oller's own
criteria (implicit or explicit) serves to confirm this con-
clusion. Oller has argued repeatedly that language tests
should reflect language as it is used in ever&day situations.’
Criticizing discrete-point tests Oller has pointed out:

-"There is no ordinary discourse 81tuatlen in which'a learner
might be asked to listen to and dlstingulsh between isolated
mlnlmal palrs of phonological contrasts. There is no normal
language use context in which one s attention would be fo-
cussed on the syntactlc rules 1nvolved in placing approprl-
ate suffixes. on verb stems...Thus, discrete point tests
cannot be pragmatic...” (Oller 1979a:38) -

It is difficult to imagine an ordinary discourse situation in
which a 1anguage user might be asked to write down a text that
e can hear. An exception might be a secretary or a court
erk taklng minutes, i.e. not really what would be considered
-ordl " discourse 81tuatlons. despite Oller's claim ‘that

...dictation and closely related procedures probably work
well preclsely because they are members of the class of lan-
guage processing tasks that faithfully reflect what people

do when they use language for communlcatlve purposes in real
life contexts." (Oller 1979a1267) :
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.Although Oller contends that the wrlting down in anictation B

task is simply to show that _discourse proc
the fact remains that it does not reflect r
situations. The -‘processing of narrative

sing has occurred, o
-life communicative
in itself is not -

-an unusual language act1v1ty’(e.g. liStening to a discussion on

the radio ete,), writing down sequehces of text spoken or read

'put aloud-seems more like a somewhat contrived and artificial

testing situation than actual communication. It is limited in
the range of communicative situations it can evaluate.

One of the most important characteristics'-of a good test of

' language proficiency according to Oller"s theory requires such

a test to be pragmatlc. i.e. it has to relate linguistic with
non-linguistic features. Only a pragmatic language test acti-
vates the language users' grammar of expectancy. Oller (1979a)
has characterlzed language proflclency as conslstlng of such .
an expectancy generating system". Proficiency tests that are
valld with regard to the theoretical construet of an expectancy.
grammar as proposed by Oller (see discussion in Chapter Three)’

-have to meet two "pragmatic naturalness crlterla'. Oller (l979a)

has explained these two criteria as follows:‘

- tests have to challenge learners' ability to process

~ (produce, comprehend, store, recall) texts of language
as produced under normal performance constraints (Oller
does not refer to performance constraints but rather to
lingulstlc and- extralinguistic contextual constraints)

- tests must requlre the learner to ‘understand. the 1nter-
relationship between 51tuat10nal and linguistic contexts.

It is uncertain how dictation tasks challenge learners
ability to process texts of language as produced under normald

- performance constraints,. Unless texts consist ofprecorded

actual conversations, they are likely to be presented fault- .
lessly by the examlner or as & taped ver31on. Furthermore,
texts are expected to be presented three tlmes at predeter-

Y



mined intervals. Again, it is difficult to envisage a parallel

to thls in real- 1ife discourse situations. ' N

_ " The second of Oller4s crlterla is put 1n doubt by Alderson's
(1978) hypothe81s that linguistic competence is the prime
factor in successful completion of dlctat;on tests. If only
linguistic competence is needed, the candidates® understandlng
of the interrelationship between llngulstlc and situational
contexts are not mgasured. If more than linguistic competence
is required, the extent to which.pragmatic clues are used
would depend largely on the type of text chosen.

~ .

5.3. Written cloze tests

5+3.1. Background

Cloze tests were originally used with native speakers by
Taylor (1953) to determine the level of difficulty of dlfferent
reading materials. The technique was later adapted to measure

-reading skills in both natlve and second/foreign languages
(Anderson 1971, Davies 1975, Porter 19767, Potter 1968, Ruddell
1965, Weaver and Klngston 1963 and others), Oller (Xg72a, 1973¢
1976a, 1976c) has conducted exten31ve research in the area of
second language cloze testing and c0n51ders the procedure a
valid indicator of examinees' overall ability. In 1973 he

claimed: \
‘\

"One of the most promising types of integrative skills tests
which has been proposed for measuring either achevement or
proficiency in foreign language or second language 51tuatlons
is the cloze test.” (Oller 1973b:192) :

And in 19?9, Justlfylpg the above claim:

"Because of the fact that cloze items .are usually scattered
over'@n’entire text on some fixed or variable ratio method,
claoze tests are generally tests of discoursé level process-
ing." (Oller 1979a:346) - | ~
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Oller 8 point of view,is consistent with Hinofotls (1976) who
stresses the efficiency and the validity of the cloze procedure‘
in measuring language ability. ‘ :
Tradltlonally. a cloze test is intended as an integrative
measure. This seems to have been Taylor's (1953) 1ntent10n

erles of blanks, not 1solated ones...the cloze procedure
does not deal directly with specific meaning, Instead. it
repeatedly samples the llkeness between the language pat-
terns used by the writer to express what he meant and those
'p0581b1y different patterns which represent readers' guesses
at what they think he meant," (Taylor 1953:417, his emphasis)

However, some researchers have tried to adapt the cloze
procedure for dlscrete-p01nt tests of vocabulary, structure or ’
morphology. Oller and Inal (1971) report on a cloze test de-
signed to test students' understanding of prep051tlons. ‘Davies
(19?5) described a study in which a cloze test was prepared
with certain grammatical categories of words deleted. This
‘type of procedure results in a fill-in-the-blank test or, as
Taylor (1953:417) put it, in a "sentence-completion test".

The purpose of a cloze -test as a test of communicative ablllty
is to test the .examinees' understanding of discourse level
constraints in addition to structural constraints within a
sentence, i.e. a cloze test is meant to be integrative.

e

5:3.2, Administration procedure
There are several different cloze technlques. According to
Oller (l9?9a) the most widely used and best researched technique
is the fixed-ratio method. The fixed-ratio method is used in the
evaluation below (5.3.4.) and described in the following. Con-
struction of a fixed-ratio cloze test simply requires deletion

of every nth word (5th, 6th or 7th mostlyS from a passage of

-
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proee.‘Students are asked .to restore the passage by replacing
.the missing words. Approximately two sentences at the beginning
and the end are usually left intact to allow readers to get a
 feel for the style and subject matter (although Kiare, Sinaiko
and Stolurow 1972, argued that this is not necessary) A passage
length that allows about 50 items is considered the most profit-
~able in terms of analyzaple data (0ller 1979a). '

One of the follow1ng methods of scoring is usually adopted

.- Exact e/p’acement only the exact words use in the original
passage’ are counted as correct. Tayloer (1953} argued that
the e/ect replacement technique would ;ﬁé;cate the degree
of/borrespondence between the writer’ s,and the examinee's:’
language system. 5, ) . )

.~ - Acceptable substitutes; in additioﬁ to exact replacements,

any substitute ‘that is contektually acceptable is counted

as correét This technlque would seem to allow a less
rlgld evaluation, taking into consideration Chomsky's

(1957, 1965) creative aspect of language. Morrow's (19??)

observation that a normal commuﬁiCEtive situation pre-

supposes unpredictable (but acceptable) input from all in-
terlocutors involved would seem to favour an evaluation
allowing acceptable substitutes. Some doubts about the
level of validity of the acceptable word method of scoring
remain. Oller (1972b) found that acceptable substitute
scoring was better than exact word only for the purpose of
validating correlations. Haskell (1973, quoted in Davies

1978) however compared exact replacement with acceptable

substitutes methods and found the verbatim methods were

best. Irvine, Atai and 6ller (1974) seemed to agree w1th
this conclusion, i.e. they achieved better validating cor-
relations with the exact scoring method. More research
seems to be required in order to elarify the situation.

5.3.3. Justification

Several studies (Darnell 1968, Anderson 1976, Conrad 19?0)
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indicated that cloze test'scores correlated very hlghly_w1th
results obtained from tests of general language proficiency.

Results from these and additional studies have led Oller to
¢claim

“5..the cloze technique has proved to be a Yéry useful
measure of language proficiency.” (Oller 1979a1354)

Oller has repeatedly advocated cloze tests because they
fulflll. in his oplnlon. his naturalness crlterlas

-- They test the efflciency (and extent) of the internalized
expectancy grammar of individual learners. In replac1ng
the missing items each learner 1nd1cates how successful
he has been in developing his expectancy grammar. (It
should be pointed out that thig" only applies if the ap-
propriate replacement method of scoring is used. If the
eiact word method of scoring is used, results are likely
to simply indicate how the learners’ grammar of expectancy ., -
differs from that of the writer of the text.)
- They use texts from prose in the target language, thus re-
| flecting the real world rather than the often artificial
context of the c1assrobm.

According to Oller (1979a) another point in favour of cloze .
as a test of general language proficiency is provided by Kirn's (
(1972) study, in which it was shown that cloze tests, like
dictation, resist practice effects,

5.3.%. Evaluation

It is assumed that the texts to be chosen for clozé tests

reflect language as it is used and that they have communicative ¥
value.

Table 5.1. shows hoﬁ cloze tests rate when compared with
Morrow's (1977) features of communicative situations,
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Interaction-basis

Cloze: tests can be considered inferaction;baseddin the sensge
that the writer of the piece of prose chosen for the test has
something to communicate to readers. Testees have to read the
© text and restore it. Cloze tests, accordingly, evaluate the
extent to which examinees understand what is being communicated
to them. They are not required to produce language utterances

to indicate how they judge a communicative situation.
3

.Unpredictabilitx

Creativity is involved because students have to supply
appropriate items according to their experiences of language
and the world. Cloze tests are rarely administered under tlme
constraints, thus students do not need to process data in real
time. However, there are not normally time: constralnts imposed
on reading tasks in the real world either. . o,

Contextualization

Cloze tests provide the opportunlty to present appropriate
language in an appropriate context. There is some disagreement
among researchers as to how far cloze actually evaluates con-
textual understanding. MacGintie (1961) studied cloze tests
constructed from prose materials up to 144 words in length to
determine how far the context on either side of blanks affects
their restoration. He concluded that only a context of up to
five words has any marked influence on missing 1tems being re-~
placed. However, he did not claim that constraints never operate .
over more than four or five words but hypothesized that know-
ledge of the subject matter was likely to play a greater role
in learners' ability to replace the mlsslng item (which would,
in fact, be an extralinguistic factor). Coleman and Miller
(1967) reached a similar conclusion to that of MacGintie, i.e.
They maintained that contexts beyond five words had very little
effect on cloze scores. However, Oller (1975) and Chihara, Oller,
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Weaver and Chavez (1977), using dlfferent versions of the "cut
and scramble” technique. have shown that cloze passages whose
sentence order is changed are more, difficult to reconstruct

than passages presented in sequence. They concluded that cloze

 tests do indeed test context beyond the sentence level. There

does not seem to be a clear answer to the question of the extent

to which cloze measures context beyond the sentence T'evel and
further research is required ‘to clarify this point.:

"Purpose .

Teachers using c;oze.tests found that, as for dictation tasks,'
examinees writing cloze tests are unlikely to complete the task |

successfully if they do not ﬁnderstand what the text is about.
However, it is not clear how understanding of the propositional

context of an utterance is measured in a cloze test. Furthermore,

examinees' ability to use language to serve their own purpose,
i.e. to talk or write about their own topics, is not challenged,

Performance-basis’

Theoretically, a cloze test format allows the presentation
of non—idealizpd language, i.e. false starts, repetitions etc.
could be incorporated. A superficial survey of cloze test
examples given by researchers mentioned in this section indi-
cates, however, that the majority of cloze tests used do not
challenge examinees' strategies for language perception under
performance constraints.

Authenti citx?

This criterion depends largely on the preceding criteria
having been met successfully. Furthermore, a cloze test ‘con-
structed according to the above criteria for text selection
is unlikely to présent simplified language to allow for ex-
aminees' imperfect command of the language, It would be
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possible to have an aufhentic text but'an‘unauthentic presentatibn.‘

Behaviour-basis LS

Asg pointed,éut in‘5.2.4.. this criterion should be judged
on the basis of whether or not an interaction was successful.,

_ Presumably, the communication has been successful if testees

are able to replace the blanks with approprlate lexical items.

It is not clear. how the ability to fill in ‘missing items of a

cloze test corresponds to any real-life discourse situation
examinees are likely to encounter. Alderson (1978) considered

- cloze a test of linguistic skill, thus it seems to be a com-

petence-oriented test in Neufeld's sense (as discussed in 4.3.).

The fixed-ratio method of cloze construction requires every
nth word to be deleted, the variéble-rafio method calls for
other deletion criteria, e.g. words judged to be semantically
important (Oller 1979a)., Neither of these procedures seems to
correspond to a naturally occurrlng phenomena in communlcatlve
situations.

5+3.5. Discussion

Based on Morrow's (19?7) characteristic features pf communi-
catlve situations, cloze tests are rather weak measures of com-
municative ability. Evaluated agalnst the gqualities Oller re-
quires of a good test, this conclusion is conflrmed. For
example, the same quality Oller required with regard to dis-
crete-point tests, i.e.

"essthe most serious disadvantage of discrete-point tests
in general is they fail (in most cases) to reflect language
use.” (0ller 1973b:189)

.Beems to be lacking in cloze tests. Replacing missing items in

& text seems no less artificial than many of the discrete-point
items he has criticized, Because of this it can be concluded

e
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' that cloze tests suffer from thé same deficit many other tests
fproposed to evaluate cOmmunicative ability or overall proficiency
do: they are restricted—answer (i.e. examinees produce little if
any language) paper-and-penc;l tests and as such they are unable
to evaluate comﬁunicative'ability; In this sense they fail to.

meet another of the qualities Oller seeks 1n good tests., In 1979
- he stated that . . “

"seothe learner must be motivated to communicate with people
in the target language." (Oller 1979a:32) ”ﬁ\\\\

This crltlclsm of cloze tests as mesures of overall prof1c1ency
is supported by Garcia-Zamor and Krowitz (1975), who pointed out '
that cloze tests fail to test performance in communicative:
situations. They evaluate primarily’ linguistic competence,but
in an integrative manner.

The usefulness of cloze tests as measures of communicative
ability (or proficiency) is further put in doubt by MacGintie
{(1971). He ‘argued that ¢loze tests do not require a true under-
-standing of the text. He considered them more suitable as g
measures of knowledge of redundancy. Rankin (1974) argued along .
similar lines, suggesting that cloze is best used as a measure
of readabillty rather than language proficiency. Alderson (1978)
has concluded that Carroll's claim (Carroll and Freedle 1972) -
that cloze depends largely on local redundancy is supported in
the literature. He has suggqsted that cloze is associated with -
linguistic competence as tested by discrete-point tests.

Based on the evaluation criteria set forth in 4.4.1. - 4. b4,7,
it has to be concluded. that dictation and cloze tests are not
valid measures of overall language proficiency as they fail to
adequately measure testees' communicative ability. Neither type
of test challenges candidates® ability to integrate messages
they have decoded successfully into an appropriate response. It
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can further be concluded from the above discussion'thafjif
dictation and cloze tests are eValuated against statements
made by Oller in the articles cited, they have to be rejected
ag measures of communicative abllity as they do not meet the.
set obgectlves.,

5.4, Test q;;Engligh as a Foreign Language (TOEFL

5¢4.1. Background

The ?pEEp was designed during the early 1960s, under the in-
fluence oflﬂiscrete-point philosophy predominant during the
psychometrip-structuralist trend in language testing. It was
never bas on contrastive analysis, as its designers always
intended 4t to be used for candidates of heterogeneous language
backgrounds. The TOEFL is admlnlstered by Educational Testing
Services (ETS), Princeton, N.J. According to Gruber and Gruber
(1977) it is the most- Yldely used standardized test of foreign
language proficiency. It is Primarily 1ntended to measure pro-
ficiency of non-English speakers seeklng admission to post-
secondary academic.institutions in North Ameficap

The TOEFL was first used 1nternationally in 1964 (Oller and
Spolsky 19?9) Since then it has undergone relatively minor
" changes only. As a result of a study carried out by Pike (cited
in Oller and Spolsky 1979) some revisions undertaken involved
the inclusion of more functionally oriented items. However, the
TOEFL still embodies the key-points of discrete-point philosophy
mentioned. in 1.2.3, The TOEFL is a very Jarge scale project and
represents a considerable financial investment. Kaplan (1969)
considered this the reason for the relatively slow and minor
changes that have been made on the test's basic format despite
rapid and often drastic changes in linguistic theory.

o

e



5.4.2, Administration procedure

The TOEFL is administeréd periodically in designated cgn%res,
The whole test (consisting of several sub-tests) is administered
in one session lasting two hours, A testing manual, published’ by
ETS, insures that standard administration procedures are' followed.

Appendix A shows what Gruber and Gruber (1977) considered a
typical TOEFL format and typical TOEFL items for individual
sub-tests. : P

5.4.3. Justification

The TOEFL was designed according to discrete-point philo-
sophy. It reflects the view of language predominant under the
influence of the psychometric-structuralist trend in language
testing (as discussed in 1.2.1.), i.e. language is thought to
consist of individual components which can be tested separately.
Mastery of these components is assumed to equal mastery of the
language in question. The most important features of a language
test are thought to be high validity and reliability. One way
to achieve the latter is through a large sample of behaviours,
therefore a short answer format, including short, unrelated
sentences, is desirable. Students are thus asked to mark approp-
riate boxes (i.e. they never actually produce languhge) to
facilitate scoring procedures. ‘

5.4.4, Evaluation

Figure 5.1. summarizes how the TOEFL rates when evaluated on
the basis of Morrow's (1977) characteristic features of communi-
cative situations.

Interaction-basgis

Most of the language presented iq the TOEFL cannot be con-
sidered interaction-based. Unlike normal communicative behaviour,

~
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Bentences -tend to be unrelated and devoid af context. There
is no apparent communlcative value in the sentences used,
Furthermore, candidates have no jinput, i.e. they do not pro-
duce language. The sentences used in Gruber and Gruber's
examples seem to.be representative of a testing rather than
a communicative situdtion. ‘

Unpredi ctai:ili:c_x
Morrow 8 (1977) major factors contrlbutlng to unpredictabili
in communication, namely creativity and language processing in
real time, do not seem to be involved in the tasks set by the
TOEFL format. Although the total amount of time allowed for
wrltlng the test is limited. there is ample opportunity to
read and re-read questlons. s

Contextualization

Contextualization of materials used in the TOEFL is prim-
arily at the sentence level, The sentences are not usually
presented in an appropriate context, AeGOrdingly. they do not.
seem to relate to the real world, i.e,

"Would you like t0 BOvsesseenssa ride?”

might involve - some t&pe of vehicle, or
- a metaphorical sense
_similarly o
"They were here, but they've gone back tgé......apartment”

is unclear because "they" doesnot seem to réfer to anybody

in particular, no previous subject is. given. As none of the
items presented in. Gruber and Gruber (1977) exceed paragraph-
lerigth (approxlmately 150 words) and most of them are consider-*
ably shorter, little opportunity is given for linguistic or
3ituationalmcontext.

Ty
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Purpoge = . ~ . o S S S
Due to the multiple choice format of the test the purpoge and
the toplc of given items often remain unclear. Comprehension of

—
proposltlonal context is not evaluated and examinees' abillty to

use language to serve*thelr own commuhlcatlve needs is not
_measured.

Successful completion of an. 1tem on the vocabulary sub-
test frequently presupposes comprehenslon of o?e particular
word rather than of a general topic, e.g. %

”That doesn't make sense; I think your reasonlng is fallacious"

with the pOSSlble answersz Al 3 faulty

A .t licentious
3 s+ pretentious

Aj, s officious

T
Examlnees do not have the opportunlty to try .and find out m;an-
ing from context. Normally. successful communlcatlon does not
depend on the comprehension of one. 81ngle word but on compre-
'hen51on of utterances in a partlcular context,

-
-~

Performance-basis

There is little ev1dence of language as it occurs in normal

- di&course in the sample TOEFL items studied (samples from Gruber
'and Gruber 1977 as shown in Appendix A). A normal communlcatlve
situation would allow testees to mobilize thelr communicative
strategies. They could try to understand individual meanings

on the basis of global meaning, likely to be discernabdble from .
~ the context., Such strategies are not challenged within the
present framework of the TOEFL.

Authenticitx
~ Although individual sentences used in the test could feasibly

have been uttered by native gpeakers, authenticity is lost due
to the use of unrelated statements with the result that neither
content nor presentation is authentic. Furthermore, the vocabf

I e P
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1

ularly used in the test 1tems is controlled in order to keep the
difficulty level down (Olleg, and Spolsky 1979). According to re-
searchers cited in 4.4.6. such procedure doss not reflect real-
life communication. ' o

!

Behauiour-basie

The TOEFL primarily assesses. candidates’ abllity to recognize

- and, identify correct formg of their target language. The aim of ~
communicative testing. however, is an assessment of what the '
1earners can achieve through the use of their target language. The
TOEFL requires testees to process language -produced by an un-
identified writer or speaker, without allowing them any input

of their own., Testees do not produce any language and according-
ly they cannot achieve anything through the use of the type of
language presented in TOEFL items, Thus, the test does not eval-
uate what it claims to evaluate, i.e. overall proficiency, which.
would .have to include the.ability-to produce utterances.

5.4,5, Discussion i

To conclude the evaluatlon of the TOEFL it should be p01nted _
- out that, due to the nature of discrete-point tests, th:\TOEFL
does not reveal anything about the developmental stage of indl- e
vidual examinees in their second/foreign language. However. this
was identified as being one of the aims of language testing in
an integrative-sociolinguistlc framework of testing (1.3.3.). As-
the TOEFL is standardized agalnst a population of non-native
speakers (Oller and Spolsky 1979), ‘the TOEFL score simply in-
dicates how well each testee succeeded in relation to ‘other non-
native speakers. Nothing can be said about testees' level in .
terms of native speakers. The total score for each examinee isg
uged to determine his level of profic{ency. i.e. his overall
proficiency is inferred from the number of correct’test items
answered. This inferred language proficiency also imblies the

15
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testees' level of communlcatlve ablllty. although as +the gbove
showed, this ability was not tested. Based on the preceding .
evaluatlon. it appears safe to conclude that the TOEFL’ does not
measure global profm01ency but linguistic proficiency. Thus, it
is primarily 'a test of linguistic competence.

5.5. The Michigan Proficiency Test Battery (two.subtests)
' ' ' o v
5.5.1. Background

The Mlchlgan Prof1c1ency Test BAttery is, llke the TOEFL. a
product of the psychometric- structurallst trend-in language test-
ing. It .was prepared at the English Language Institute (ELI) of
the- University of Mlchlgan .According to the Manual (1977) pro-
duced by, ELT the purpose of the test battery is to estimate

.whether a non-native speaker's command of English is suffiecient

to allow him to pursue academic studles at an English college or
unlver31ty If an éxaminee is thought to be sufficiently pro-
ficient in English for this purpése, the test results are fur-
ther expected %o 1nd1cate how much study the examinee is likely

- able to handle at his present level of proflclency. .

5.5.2. Administration . v R

The Mlchlgan Proflclency Test Battery 1s admlnlstQ;ed by the

- Testing and Certlflcatlon Division of the English Language In-

stitute as we;l as by authorlzed subscribers. Administration
procedures are regulated through guidelines published by the
Testing Service.

The Mlchlgan Prof1c1ency Test Battery consists of three
dlfferent subtests:
-f-'

e -
Ay

--The Mlchlgan Test of Aural Comprehen51on. i.e. 90 recorded
problems w1th written answer choices, ‘

- Composigion, 1.e. an impromptu composition, to be written
within 30 minutes, 6n an assigned topic,
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- The ‘Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency, i.e. a
100 item multiple cheice test with sections on grammar,
vocabulary and reading comprehensibn.

- . .

The Michigan Test. of Aural Comprehen51on will not be evaluated

below bedause of its relative infrequent admlnlstratlon. The

Michigan Test of English Language Prof1c1ency will be referred

to as MT,- the Comp051t10n as COM. Appendlx B shows examples of

an MT as prov;ded in the Manual (1977), '

5.553. Justification -
- Propbnents of the Mlchlgan Proficiency Test Battery Justlfy
its use as a test of overall proficiency on the basis of pre-
vailing theorles‘durlng the.psychometrlc structuralist trend in
language testing, i.e. similar to the TOEFL. The Michigan Pro-
ficiency Test Battery differs from the TOEFL in that it includes
a composition, thus requiring examinees to produce language. Ac-
cording to.the test Manual (1977) composition writing is included
1o indicate how wgll_students are‘able.xo indicate their know-
ledge of subject matter in a course examination type situation.
It is not intended as a comprehensive test of English writing
ability. Similarly, . the aural comprehension subtest is included
to evaluate students® comprehension of "basic English Struc-
tures" (Manual 1977:1) presénted orally as in a lecture type
situation. Furthermore. some of the reading selections included
are up to 350 words long and thus more integrative than the
shorter readlng selectlons included in the TOEFL.

-

The Michigan Profiéiency Test Battery is further advocated
due to its high reliability., The test Manual (1977) draws atten-
tion to the fact that reliability is high. for homogeneous as well
as heterogeneous groups and at all leve;s of proficiency. Except
qu the cdm subtest, students do not produce utterances of their
own, They have to identify and mark the correct item. This pro- -
cedure facilitates scoring and increases reliability.

e
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5.5.4. Evaluation ,

Figure 5.1. sﬁmﬁarizes how the two Michigan subtests rate when:
evaluated on the basis of Morrow's (1977) characteristic featunes

&

Interactioh-basis'

The COM subtest (Section I) jis 1nteract10n—based ‘because
examlnees communicate their’ thoughts on an as51gned topic. In .
doing - so they have to take into considerdtion the evaluator's
reaction to their communication. This involves dec1d1ng what to
communicate as well as how to.do it.

The MT subtest cannot be considered interaction-based as it
involves mostly unrelated short sentences that ‘appear to be
examples of the llngulstlc code rather than of communicative - !
situations. Part III (reading comprehen81on) is interaction- ‘
based to some extent. There are, however, few examples long

~enough to really meet the criterion as deflned in 4.4.3.

-

Unpfédictabi:lity

The COM subtest meets’ thls criterion at least partially be~
cause it involves creat1V1ty in the sense explained in 4.4.2.
The remaining sections. do not seem to fulfill this crlterlon
because the candidates do not have to produce dny language. .
Furthermore, they are not challenged in their ability to pro-

cess utterances in real time.

Q

Contextualization

The COM' subtest allows for both linguistic and situational .
contextualization. The remaining subtest\sectlons are con-
textualized primarily at the sentence level. Part I of Section .
IT 1nvolves.part1al conversations. Two hypothetical interlocu-
cutors utter one sentence each T each ‘question. Answers have-

~
-
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'

to be made on the basis of what is correct linguistically rather
than what is appropriate situationally. Part III involves texts
of varying lengths (approiiﬁately 250 - 300 words each), which
are likely to measure candidates' understanding of situational
as well as linguistic context to some extent. Context of
situation and participant variables however appear tc have

. been incorporated in the test items to a very limited extent
dﬁiy and primarily by_implication.

Purpose

Candidates' understanding of purpose, i.e. the reason why an
utteranez was made, and topic are evaluated in the COM subtest.
The MT subtest's items are often unclear with regard to their
purpose and topic. Candidates are, in addition, not tested in
the%r ability to use appropriate language fdr their own burposes.

-

Performance-basis

Section I (COM subtest) allows for language as it occurs in
life-like situationéj €.8. letter writing, composition for the
purpose of evaluation in academic'courses etc. , although it
should be added that the language functions that can be tested
in this format are limited. The MT subtest does not show any
evidence of this charaéteristic of communication. The candi-
dates’ communicative strategies are not evaluateg.

» .
Authenticity

Except for the COM subtest, authenticity is lost for the
Same reasons ‘as those cited in 5.4.4, (TOEFL).

:

Behaviour-basis ) . ..

The COM subtest evaluates candidates' ‘ability to do something
with their target language. namely communicate their ideas on a
particular topic. Examinees are given the opportunity to use lan-
guage to‘sérve their communicative needs, although the composition
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format can only evaluate 8 limited range of language functions
(e.g. appropriate style ete.) wag was pointed out above., The
ability to incorporate an interlocutors' utterance into their
development: of the assigned topic is not evaluated in the tasks
presented. The MT subtest requires examinees to Process language
produced by an unidentified writer op speaker (like TOEFL). They
have no input of their own and, acéordihgly. they cannot achieve
' any- communicative goals with the test items,

5¢5.5. Discussion

It carn be concluded that the COM subtest is the only part of
the two subtests evaluated to measure .candidates® communicative
ability, althdugh not all aspects of this ability are tested.
The MT subtest is concerned with the linguistic code, i.,e. lin-
guistic competence and, as such, fails to evaluate communicative
ability.

~ L &
5.6, COMTEST (Communication Test)

5 6.1. Background

The COMTEST was designed by Palmer (1972), with time and
facilities provided by the Testing and Certificatign Division
at the English Language Institute of .the University of Michigan,
The burpose of the study fhat Produced the COMTEST was to find
out if the Michigan Proficiency Test Battery measures oral com-
munication ability in non-native sbeakers of English. Another
purpose of the study was to determine if such an ability could
be evaluated objectively and reliably. This discussion is con-
cerned with the COMTEST as a potential measure of communicative
ability only.

The basic aim of the COMTEST ig to evaluate examinees' ability
to obtain and supply information. This contrasts with more tradi-

;?__,—”‘“\\\\\" "
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tional language tests which require examinees to recognize
correct (or gometimes appropriate) forms or to answer questions.

One problem facing the test designer was to evalﬁatecandi-
dates' performance, not a combination of their skill qﬁd that
of the examiner combined. Palmer prepared a total of three .
testss COMTEST-2 and COMTEST-3 are revised and improved versions
of COMIEST-1 in the sense that the test situation is more strict-
ly controlled,.thus allowing a more objective evaluation of the
examinees' performance. The difference between COMTEST-2 and

- COMTEST-3 is in the type of pictures used, i.e. COMTEST-2 uses

all stick drawings (Appendix C) whereas COMTEST-3 uses five
stick drawings and five pictures cut out from magazines.,

5.6.2. Administration Procedure

ch testee was shown a set of four stick drawings at a

ime of the type illustrated in Appendix C.' The complete test
consisted of a total of ten sets of drawings. Each candidate
was tested individually,  one examiner was required for the
administration of the test. The examiner and the candidate were
each seated on opposite sides of a desk to avoid the posslblllty
of visual clues. Each of them was provided with a copy of the
drawings. Each candidate was told that the examiner had one
particular drawing of a set of four in mind. In.order to avoid
variability in response time due to the order of questioning,
the examiner did not actually have a particular dréwing in mind
in COMTEST-2 and COMTEST-3. The picture identified with the

candidate's thlrd\question was accéﬁgza as being "correct". In

order to standardize the test administration sessions (in par-
ticular the examiner's replies and questions) as much as pos-
sible, guidelines for examiner responses were prepared (Appen-~

aix C).

All test administrations were taped and later 15Eﬁf?pes were
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played back in order to tabulate the scores. For COMTEST-1 the

following scores were tabulated for each candidate on each
Problems

- Elapsed time until the correct answer was reached
- Number of times the examiner couldn't understand the
question and had to ask for clarification

120

- Number of times that the examiner misunderstood a question

.and answered it, causing the subject to receive incorrect
information

- Number of times the subject gave up

- Number of gquestions untll the correct answer was obtained

- Number of guesses
(Palmer 1972:37)

For COMTEST-2 and COMTEST 3 the time required for the subject

to "identify" the criterion drawing was the only variable being

- measured. Palmer (1972) felt that the length of time required

to complete COMTEST-2 was more systematically related to com-
munication ability than was true of COMTEST-1",

5.6.3., Justification

Palmer (1972) considered COMTEST-2 *a useful and practical
measure of oral communication ability" because it measures
factors not measured by standardized proficiency tests such
as the Mlchlgan‘Proflclency Test Battery. He observed that
measuring the time each candidate needed to complete the task
required was an adequate evaluation crlterion. If a candidate
could not mdke himself understood easily, or if he was unable
to understand what was said to him, he needed more time than
a more proficient candidate, thus obtaining a lower scbre.
Palmer does not claim that a testlng instrument like COMTEST-2
should replace the more tradltional forms of proficiency
testing. He seems to think of 1t in terms of another subtest
in a test battery.
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.4. Ev. uation

Figure 5.1. summarizes how COMTEST 2 rates when evaluated
on' the basis of Morrow's (1977) pharacteristic features of com-
runicative situations. :

Interaction-basis

COMTEST-2 is interaction based and it involves the inter-
locutors' receptive anngrﬁéictivé communication abilities.
COMTEST-2 involves the type of communicative activity that
requires interlocutors to decode\hn'utterance and to integrate
relevant parts into an appropriate response.

Unpredictabilitx

COMTEST-2 is unpredlctable because 1t involves the creatlve
element in language. Furthermore, candidates need to process
data in real time to avoid communication breakdowns. The task
_Set is somewhat like a puzzle and likely to motivate candi-
dates to want to find out the “correct® drawing, at least in
the early stages of the test. (Palmer 1972 does .not report
student response to the test, i.e. perceived face validity
of the test.) ‘

Contextualization' A

The task set allows communication to take place in a spec1flc
context that determines appropriacy of specific language forms
ugsed, Thus, the sltuatlonal context is involved. COMTEST-2
allows, in theory, for an evaluation of extralinguistic .features
too. However, Palmer (1972) does not seem to consider these as
important factors of communicative ability. He stated

"This [being seated on opposite sides of the desi] made it
natural for the examiner to look at the Pictures and ignore
the subject's gestures." (Palmer 1972;38)

In an effort to eliminate as many subjective elements as pos-
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sible in his tests, Palmer seems to have chosen to ignore one of
the most natural features of oral.'face-to-face communication
(Sav1gnon 1972 actively encouraged her students to make use of
facial expressions, gestures etc.) .

Purposge

COMTEST-2 seems to meet the criterion set with regard to
purpose. Candidates need to encode utterances - approprlately
in order to succeed at the task given. They have to recognize
- the.topic of specific units of discourse or they will not be
able to respond appropriately.

Performance-basis

Candidates are given an 6pportunity to demonstrate their
ability to, communicate in an actual performance test.

Authenticity

'Theoretically.-the test encourages authentic language. There
is, however, a danger that the examiner might try to "simplify”
his utterances, The test seems to lose somewhat in authenticity
because the exchanges about each set of drawings are likely to
be quite short. The quick succession of ten different sets of
drawings, producing ten different topics, is not likely to be
representative of life-like communication. Thus, authenticity
of content as well as presentation seem weakened in COMTEST-2.

Behaviour-basis

The test is designed to evaluate learners' ability to get
meaning across and the testees are, in fact, evaluated on the
basis of how successful they are at getting their meaning
across effectively. More broficient examinees are likely to
get their intended meaning across more quickly, thus needing
less time and scoring better than less proficient learners.

PRI TSR S,
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5.6.5, Discussion

COMPEST-2 is able to meet the criteria set forth for the
purpose of the evaluation of communicative tests, at least in
theory. Extralinguistic factors (e.g. gestures) could be taken

into consideration and authenticity could probably be increased
through ‘

- 'appropriate training of the examiners (as shown by Clark
1975, 1978 and others) . '
- a modification of the test that allows a less frequent

change of topic and thus a more realistic communicative
situation.

Although COMTEST-2 seenms to evaluate examinees' communicative
ébility; the testing situation and the task itself seem rather
artificial. A testing situation with its own rules undoubtedly
incfeases objectivity with regard to evaluation,but it is not
clear how a candidate's success in such a task can be generalized
to predict possible success or failure in the performance of
other communicative tasks. Furthermore, it has been shown by
Clark (1978b) that oral interview type tests of the length of
COMTEST-2 (approximately five mgnutes for test administration)
are ‘too short to draw any useful conclusions about candidates’
communicative ability. Thus, it can be concluded that COMTEST-2
is an interesting experimental test but, at least in its pPresent
- form, not suitable to evaluate second/foreign language 1earners’
communicative ability. '

»
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6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

6:1. Summary
1) Three majof trends in second/foreign language testing
i.e. '
. . v
- the pre-scientific trend

- the psychometric-structuralist trend
- the integrative-soclolinguistic trend

were discussed. Close connections between testing techniques used,
views of language, learning and tgaching were shown to exist."

" 2) dhomsky's competence/performanée‘dichotomy was discussed
and the subsequent sﬁrvey of some of the most influential cri-
tiques showed that most theorists working in the field con-
sidered the proposed framework for the dichotomy too restrictive.

3) A discussion of some of the most influential theories of
communicative competence showed that various researchers have
different views of what is meant by communicative competence,
i.e, knowing a 1anguagé.

k) Knowledge of a language was shown to be most evident in
the language users' communicative ability. It was concluded
that this ability -should therefore be measured by tests claimed
to evaluate overall proficiency. Based on the characteristic
features of a communicative situation outlined by Morrow (1977)
a number of criteria to be met by communicative tests were set

forth.

5) Based on these criteria an evaluation of two tests re-
presenting the integrative-sociolinguistic trend in second/
foreign language testing, and two standardized tests, repre-
senting the psychometric-structuralist trend, was carried out.
An experimental test of communication (COMTEST, Palmer 1975)

) ‘
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was also evaluated, The first four tests are currently used
widely and claim to evaluate overall language proficiency, part
of which is communicative ability, :

6.2, Results

It is generélly'accepted that communication is the most
important function of'language; This point of view is reflected
throughout the literature and was adopted for the Purpose of
this thesis. Consistent with this approach is the assumption
that second/foreign language tests should evaluate learners*
ability to communicate..On the basis of Morrow‘éf(l9?7) char-
acteristic features of communicative situations a number of eval-
uvation eriteria were set forth. These criteria were expected to
indicate if the four ‘currently used.tests of language'profiéiency
(which is seen to be more inclusive than communicative ability)
do in fact measure candidatesg' communicative ability. On the ba-
8is of the evaluation it was shown that none'of the four tests
measures candidates' communicative ability because

~ the tests do not meet the criteria set
- the tests do not reflect current views in linguisties
'~ - the tests do not evaluate what they claim to evaluate.

In fact, they do not measure global but rather only linguistic
proficiency, i.e, they are primarily tests of linguistic com-
¥

petence, o

‘-f«'
L]

These testing instruments onlg%ﬁ%fer candidates' communicative
ability, which was established to be part of overall language
proficiency and, theréfore, cannot be considered tests of over-
all language proficiency. It is concluded that the above four
testing instruments do not measyre what they claim to measure.
Thus it is shown, in this thesis, that a considerable difference
exists between competence and performance (i.e. communicative
competence and communicative ability/performance), but that this
difference is not given enough consideration in second/foreign

language testing at the preseﬁt time. In past testing practices

.-

~
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language, i.e. knowledge of-the linguistic. code, .had been con-
sidered the'target of second/foreign language testing and communi-
cation was proposed as the medium to achieve this target. Within
a communicative framework, however, the target of second/foreign
language testing is communicatidn.-ﬁhile language, i.e. the lin-
guistic code, is the means to reach this target. As Schlissinger
(1977) pointed outs: language testers have to learn to test com-
munication (as it occurs in real- life) rather than knowledge of
the code.

6.3. Suggestions for further research

This thesis on the difference.between competence and perfor-
mance in second language testing gives rise to a number of
questions. Some of thoge dlrectly relevant to the results of
this thesis ares

a) How do results learners achieve on cloze (or dictation) tests
relate to results they achieve on a test of communicativé'abiiity?
Or, in more general terms: How do indirect test results relate to
more direct ones? Can any predictions be made or is there no
discernable relationship between the two?

- b) What is the relationship between learners' succeés in"one
communicative situation and their success (or failure) in another
communicative situation? Can accurate predictions be made? If
research should show that extrapolation is not possible. the
-concept of communicatlve testing would have to be reevaluated.

~

c) Is communicatlve ability primarily a function of language
or personality?

Some suggestions for further research in specific’ areas relevant
to communicative ability were mentioned during the course of the
Preceding discussion, for example:

d) Within the framework of communicative‘competencéz
What is the relationship between the individual components of

4



communicative competence?

Is there a more satisfactory way to account far—fsycholinguistic!
‘factors and performance strategies than. has been proposed so far?

e) Within discourse analysis:

What are tMe rules of discourse? Should they be accounted for . “
within the sociocultural or<within the grammatical component?

How are they tp be formalized in order to be of help to the

language learner? '

f) Within Oller's pragmatic theory: .

Cari-a pragmatic expectanqz generating device do what -it is
claimed to do and remain practical?

s . -
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FOOTNOTES = - o .

\ 2
1 (page 9) S e ~ j

~

Second or subsequent editions of audio-lingual texts tend to
‘have adopted a more eclectic approach, combining meaningful learn-
ing, elements of cognition and habit formation.

4 N
2 (page 11) , o
‘ Some linguists were developing ideas along Very‘difrerent

lines. Chomsky (1965) published a theory . that is fundamentaliy
opposed to the linguistic theory lado's work is based on.

»

~ . .o ~

“3 (page 24) .

Humboldt (1836) pgstulated the concept of "Innersprachen”.

4 This refers to a type of inner formaof“langu?ge that informs

and energizes language behaviour. The outer form is the actual
sentence. Chomsky'(l965) draws a parallel between Humboldt's
inner and outér form and his dwn%distinctioh'betWeeq,deep and
surface structure. ' ‘

L (page 62) ' _ . ’ -
"“Chomsky (1976b)  draws attention fo "organizing one's thoughts
and ndn-verbal thinkiné“,as examples of non-communicative ﬁses )

of language. It could, however, be argued that both are examples
of forms of communication with self,

P

™

5 (page '68) —\- o :
Paulston (1974) _used the term "communicative performance” in
her model for language teachin%? but considers hers "analogic
; _

extension" a case of "conceptual confusion" (personal communi-
‘ . : .
cation). :

6 (page 78) éé .
This could be taken to suggest that discrete-point tests
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1

. ’ oL :
. should be useéd at the very early stages of second/forelgn lan-
.guage learnlng. Tests would gradually become more 1ntegrat1ve.
Such a Procedure would reflect models of first language acqui-
sition as put forth by Moskowmtz (19?8). Bloom (1973) amongst
others.

.
—

7 (page 93) - <

Conversationai'SPeed has been defined in reseafch as: -
L4 - 5,9 syllgples per second by Goldman-Eisler (1968)
6. 7 - 8.2 syllables per second by Miller (1952)

6T syllables per second by Lenneberg (1967)

"8 (page 94) ' , — i

- Oller's "naturalhess criteria" are deflned as follows:

-alanguage tests "must cause the language learner to process
temporal sequences of elements in the language that conform
.to normal contextual .constraints (llngulstlc and extralln—
guistic contexts)"’ .

-. language tests "must requlre the learner to understand the
Pragmatic 1nterrelat10nsh1p of llngulstlc contexts and -
extrallngulstlc contexts" (Oller 1979a:33):

Oller's naturalness criteria are further dlscussed in 5.2.4,

9 (page lOl)
Other researchers who experimented w1th cloze in a multiple
ch01ce format are Jonz (19?6). Grlffln et -al. (1978)

-~ : . ' . r

[
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APPENDIX A

N

- Example of typical' TOEFL format __
- Exdmples _o"f typical TOEFL items : .
(Gruber and Gruber 1977)



The Fornat of a Rocan TOEFL

1bs

4 SECTIONS OF TOEFL

NUMBER OF
QUESTIONS

NUMBER OF
MINUTES

SECTION ONE- - .

L}STENING COMPREHENSION

PART A Understauding short
statements,

PART B Undemtanding short
conversatiogs.

PART C Understanding brief talks
.or con_versations.

40

SECTION TWO

ENGLISH STRUCTURE

Grammar and sentence structure.
.

40

25

SECTION' THREE

VOCABULARY AND READING
COMPREHENSION

PART A Completing .2 sentence
with the correct word,

PART B Reading different types of
material and interpreting
" them.

A

60
.

45'

v

SECTION FOUR

This section varies from test to test
since there are different forms of
‘TOEFL., Section Four on the test you

" will take will probably be a repest
of the above Section Two (English
Structure) or the above Section Three
( Vocabulary and Readmg Comprehen-
a:on)

50

80

TOTAL NUMBER
OF QUESTIONS | ,

200

" QUESTIONS
'a.

(2 HOURS AND:

. 140 MINUTES
20 MINUTES)

TOTAL
TIME
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.Practice Test 1 / 25 .

\ ' X . S

SECTION TWO: ENGLISH STRUCTURE

Time: 25 minutes for ail ot Section Two.

PART A

. Directions: In Part A, each question consists of an
incomplete senfence. In ‘your test booklet there will be
four words or phrases. Choose that one word or ‘phrase
. which besf completes the sentence according to standard -
written English. Mark your choice on your answer sheet,

.. . EXAMPLE 1
If you would rather, we can take.......o.ooooeooveerroooson,
(A) of the bus
(B) the bus

_(C) in the bus
{D) for the bus

ANSWER

Choice B is correct because it provides a direct object for
the verb “take.” The other choices are incorrect grammati-
cally. ..

. EXAMPLE 2 .
John has not séen Mary .......ooevovvovmviinn. sreeseesesarsienes

(A) during a week
(B) next week
{C) last week

(D) for a week .

ANSWER

Choice D is correct be_cafuse it completes the sentence with
the only expression that makes sense with the verb form
used in this sentence, : ‘

1. Would you like 0 g0 ..ovrroveen. @ ride? .

(A) with

NB) on -

(C) for r .
(D) in " a

2. They were. here, but they’ve,gdne back to “ apartment.

.(A) they're ' J

- (B) . theirs

{C) his
(D) their:

et PO
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PART B~ o

" Directions: In this part, each question consists of a-

-sentence with four parts underlined. Select that part (A or

B or C or'D) which is not acceptable for standard written
English. =

EXAMPLE 1, » o _
Although George has attended college until recently, he left
A Lot 'y - e ] .
without getting his degree.
D -

L

' 'ANSWER -

Choice B is incorrect because the past tense (“attended”)
—not the present perfect tense (“has attended”) — must

" be'used to express a completed action in the past.’

EXAMPLE 2

Yale's football captain could pziss, block, and tackle better
—a ’ ) B C

than anyone on the team.

2 ;
ANSWER y _ _
Choice D is incorrect because “anyone ‘else” — not “any- ,

one” < should be used in this case since the captain is
incorrectly included with the other players on the team.

16. When the movie was over,Yoe and me went for a quick walk.

A e c D

[y

L

17. Mrs. Adams was surprise that, her son and his frieif\had gone to
TR 3 ‘ . C
the mountains to ski.. _ .

] “"

18. Michael himself could not gone to the'concert,"which' was held at

A a8 M . c D

the séhoq], 80 he gave his sister his tickets.

19. Although Elmer did not look

20. Alice was having trouble controlling the children because there was .

E

A

very similar..

like his brother, there persoﬁaiities

were
o]

A -} c

80 many of them. - 4

2]

-

'
o I J

Y

17

>

O

i

0

[ B

S

[}

Do

(=g 3
—3]

0

Do (e}

g =g}

=0

=n

c
i

0

—=n

o0
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Practice Test 1 / 81

SECTION THREE: VOCABULARY AND READING COMPREHENSION

Time: 45 minutes for all of Section Three. . &
"PART A

Directions: In Part A, each question presents a sen-
tence, with a word or phrase underlined. Below each senq
tence there are four other words or phrases. Find the word"
or phrase which would best maintain the original mean-
ing of the sentence, if it were substituted into the original
gentence in the place of the underlined word or phrase.
Mark your choice on your answer sheet.

EXAMPLE

My sleeve needs to be repaired.

- (A) replaced
(B) mended
(C) measured
(D) lengthened 4

ANSWER

The answer to the example is Choice B because the

new sentence — “My sleeve needs to be mended.” — means.

‘ the same as the original sentence — “My sleeve needs to
be repaired.” :

1. Idon't mind giving him things, but he never does the same:in return.

(A) retaliates
(B) reciprocates
(C) replaces

(D) recognizes ABcoD
. ‘ 10000
2. That doesn't make sense; I think your reasoning is fallacious.
(A) faulty
(B) licentious .
(C) pretentious a
(D) officious ' ABCD
. , . 20000
3. Alex knew that he muat breathe ¥hing of this to Nancy.
(A) tel S
{B) =mecrete
(C) talk .
(D) believe ABCO
i 30600

[T ST B R S R e L

Zarnid de,rt
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SECTION FOUR: ENGI.ISH -STRUCTURE
. Time: 30 minutes

Directions: In this part, each questlon consmts of a
sentence with four parts underlined. Select that part (A or
B or C or D) which is not accept.able for standard written
English, .

A

An old miser which picked up yellow pieces of gold had something

A ~ ’ B
of the simple ardor of a child who picks out yellow flowers.
< . . )

If we here in America cannot live peaceably and happily togéther,
. A ] . BT
we cannot hope that nations which have different living conditions

— different cconomic standards, different aspirations, different

mores, different interests — to live peaceably with us.
5 .

-~
i

Although Mnrilyn was not invited to the wedding, she would
* A B

very much have liked to have gone.

< D

Every man, woman, and child in this. community are now aware of
' ) A - B

the terrible consequences of the habit of‘ smqking.
c D o B

- The inexperienced teacher had difficulty in controlling the students

whom she was escorting on a visit to the*chemical factory, because
A B

it stunkyso. - .
. _E— ? f

. i \ -

The question arises as to who should go out this morning in .th:s
A 8 - S c

below-zero weather to clean the snow from the garage entrance, you

or me.

. _ ’ R - -

- :
{

- . )
. -Since I loved her- very much.when she was alive, I prize my
— . i .

mother's-in-law picture and I.wouldn't sell it for all the money in.

] B - T e : ")
the .world. ‘ ‘ " '
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MICHIGAN TEST OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY \

PART I. GRAMMAR EXAMPLE B. :
EXAMPLE A. It's too windy to go for a stroll.
"What is that thing?" a) swim
"That a spider." b) sail
a) to call c) drive :
b) for calling © d) walk

c) be called

d) is gﬁlled
The correct English sentence is: "That is
called a spider.” To show that d, is called,
is the best answer to this example a cross
has been made next to d for, Example A on
the answer sheet.

The word "walk™" means about the same thing
ag "stroll” in this sentence. The sentence
"It's too' windy to go for a walk" means about the

same thing,as "It's too windy to go for a stroll." |-

To show that d, walk, is the torrect answer, a
cross has been made in the space next to d for
Example B on the answer sheet.

Problems e
1. “When will Fred leave town?"
“He - to leave tomorrow."”
a) has :
b) must
. o) will
d) shall
2. "What did you do last night?"
"l at a concert.”
a) sing
b) sung
¢) sang .
d) singing .
3. "Is Jack a good student?*
"No, he is in the school.”
a) worse
b) worst
c) bad
d) the worst / Lt
4. "How did you know Helen was here?"
'"She by some'of her friends.”
a) seen
b) is sceing
¢) has seen
d} was seen .
5. "Has Chet started teaching?"
"No, he is in school."
a) yet
b) then
c) as
d) still

In the other type ol itern you are given
a sentence with one word omitted and list of
four words. You are to find the word that
would best complete the sentence.

EXAMPLE C. Because of the storm and
rough waves, it would be foolish to go out
sailing today in a small

a) automobile

b} house .. >

¢) boat

d) beast
The word 'boat’ fits best in the sentence so
that it reads '"Because of the storm and
rough'waves, it would be foolish to go out
sailing today in a small boat.” To show that
¢, boat, is the correct answer, a cross has
been made In the space next to ¢ for Example
C on the answer sheet.

PART II. VOCABULARY

There are two types of vocabulary items
in the test. In the first type you are given

a sentence followed by four words or phrages.

You are to find the word or phrase that is
closest in meaning to the underlined word (or
words) in the sentence and that could be used
in the sentence without changmg its meaning
grently

Problems

6. When the boat left everyone was very joyful.
a) happy
B) sad
c) tired
d) angry

7. We found about a score in the box
a) one ’ N
b) ten
c) twelve

. d) twenty

8. Do not leave by this door; take' the‘other
a) departure
b) exit
c) outline
d) relay

9. Write carefully; don't
a) skulk
ab) sceibble
¢} skimp
d) skin

10. The floor wasn't clean so Joe it.

a) swept .
b) kindled

ot

.
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c) erased
d) smoothed :
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PART II. READING COMP REHENSION

EXAMPLE D. While getting ready to go to town
one morning last week, my wife handed me 2 little
biece of red cloth and asked if ! would have time
during the day to buy her two yards of cloth like
that. I told her [ would be glad to do it. And putting
the plece of cloth into my pocket, I took a train
for town. . ’
The person telling the story is. . .

a) 2 married lady,

b} an unmarried lady,

c) a married man. -

d) an unmarried man.
. You know that the person telling this story s
a married man because he pays ". .. my wife
handed me . . ." Because ¢, 2 married man, is the
correct answer, a cross has been made in the
Space next to c for Example D on the answer sheet.

EXAMPLE E. The author was given a red cloth. . .
a} in the morning;,
. b) at noen.’
-¢) in the afternoon.
d) in the evening.
The passage says. ". . . one morning last week,
my wife handed me a little piece of red cloth . . .
To show that a, in_the morning. is the correct an-
swer, a cross has been made in the space next to
a for Example E on the answer shect.

The influenza virus is a single molecule bujlt
frem many milllons of individual atoms. You must
‘have heard of the viruses, which are sometimes
called "living molecules.” While bacteria can be
considered as a type of plant, secreting poisonous
substances into the body of the organism they
attack, viruses are living organisms themselves.
We may consider them as regular chemical mole-
cules. since they have 2 strictly defined afomic
structure. but on the other hand we must also con-
sider them as being alive, since they are able to
multiply in unlimited quantities. -
11. Bacteriaare . . . -

a) poisons. .

b) larger than viruses.

c) very small.

d) plants, )

. 2. The writer says that virusés are alive be-

cause they . .,

a) have a complex atomic structure,

b) move.

c) multiply.

d) need warmth and light.
13 The atomic structure of viruses . .

a) is variable.

b) is strictly defined. _

c) cannot be analyzed chemically.

d) is more complex than that of bacteria.

-

=T

ANSWER SHEET

Part I. Grammar

Ex. A a() 3. - al)

b() B()
c() e()
déx) d{)
1. () 4. a()
b() . b(}
% C( ) C( ) .
v b d() a()
2. a() S, a( ),
b(} - b()
e() _ ()
a() ©od{)

Part 1I. Vocabulary
x. B a() 8. ‘ a()
. b() b()
el), c()
déy di)
x. C af ) 9. a{)
’ b() b( }
ck) e()
d() d()
6, al) 10. al)
b() b()
c() cl)
. a() d()

7. af)

b()
c()
d()

Part III. Reading Comprehension

x. D a(} 12, al e
o) b(}
ck) . ()
d{) d()
x. E ak) i3, a()
b)) a . b()
c()r ef)
-~ d0) d{)
11. a().
b()
c()
d{),
KEY

Ha), 2(c), 3(d), 4(d), 5(a), 6(a), 7(d), 8(b), 9(b},
10(a), 11(d), 12(c), 13(b).
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APPENDIX C

-

- Example of type of. stick dfawings uged in COMTEST-~2

.- Example 6f rﬁles used duriné test édministration
(Palmer 1972) e
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Guidelines for COMTEST-2

' [

1. Do not answer questions which require the examiner to identify the “correct” picture.
' N

Explain that this kind of question is not permitted. .
+ 2, If the question is about the position or sizc of the picture, say: I CAN'T ANSWER
THAT KIND OF QUESTION, YOU MUST ASK ME ABOUT THE RETAILS_OF

THE PICTURE. CoL ' '
3. Do not penalize the studenc fot time involved in explaining the rules {a¥ ¥n 1. and
2. above). - s ‘

4. If the quc:lioﬁ'is within the rules of the tesi (i.c. does not violate guidelines 1

and 2. above) answer it directly, and angwer only the question which is specifically asked.,

a) If the question is irrelevant to distinguishing the pictures, answer it anyway, ;

b} If che question is igcorrectly put, but if it is clear nonctheless, answer it anyway, .

¢) If the question is 50 vague or incorrect that it is not clear what the subject is ask-
ing, then say: | DON'T UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION.

d) If the question deals with a distinetion “X* which you do not see,-say: THEY ALL

LOOK THE SAME “X" TO ME. If the subject can c&arify.wh:t he means by the .

distinction, then answer the question. T

5. Do not volunteer extra information 33 it is an cxplanation of the rules of .
the test. I this sort of explanation is necessary, do no t the time required as part
of the timed portion of the test. .

6. Policy on misunderstanding: If the subject msundcrs:'and:-your':anr. keep in
mind that his subsequent questions are based upon thjs misunderstanding, and his-identifi-
¢ is point, repeat your answer which

cation of the “correct” picture will be wro

. he misunderstood, ‘or re-phrase it 36 that the subject understands where he went. wrong,

a

standibg. ; . ..

7. 1l he—fubject guesses, fay: WHY DQr YOU THINK TH ICTURE IS
CORRECT? IT COULD BE ANY OF THF PICTURES. If the Aubiject has already
climinzted one or two pictures, but guesses between the remaining” ones, say: WHY DO
YOU THINK T'HAT‘PICI'URE 15 CORP\EC'_I'.\lT COULP BE EI;FHER PICTURE
XORY. . .

Require'the subjectthen to continue ashing.questions based upon the corrected Mjsunder-

- 1

- -

-

13
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